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Aspects of Japanese EFL teachers' cognitions on communicative language
teaching (CLT) [JACET-SIG on LTC]

Presenters:

Shigeru Sasajima, Takako Nishino,
Yoshiaki Ehara, Toshinobu Nagamine

Abstract:

This symposium aims to explore Japanese EFL teachers’ cognitions
regarding CLT and provide insight into the extent to which they are
making use of CLT. We begin with a survey study on teachers’ awareness of
CLT conducted in Japan and Finland. Next, we look closely at Japanese
high school teachers' beliefs and practices regarding CLT, introducing data
from an investigation of those beliefs and practices within the context of
relevant socio-educational factors. Then, we look at data collected from case
studies of learners and teachers who have experienced CLT. We finally
report on research findings of a qualitative case study of one EFL teacher
working in a junior-high school. This symposium will try to provide ideas
for how CLT should be updated for the current EFL context in Japan.
During the symposium, we will introduce the findings of language teacher
cognition research in order to better understand what form CLT takes in

Japan and what it means to teachers.
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E(2012)1%, TEEEHATD = = A DHfF9E(language teacher kokoro research)] Z##243 L
oo BRIFTKRDOL I IRNETH D,

PR AR E LT, o0 ) — T8 ) LB LAAVEREICH LT, Fo k)
IZFO, EOXHCEEL, FOXIITHBAEFHREL, CoXHIcRE (8E) 1«
HHULT D00 %, HAiEAES L ORER & ETEE L QW0 SRS EE S L L
THZEL, RBUDIS U BRI GRED LT, Lok ok 225 Gk,
B, BERE, BERE) ) oz L T0nH0rEERT S

(Z2A] EZZCEXRT DI LIFIRETH D, AARDPEEE ORFEHA & BET 25
ity #8%n(cognition) & V9 FFEZ 6 92 X 0 2l O pl R -ORREARIR 12D 722 23 i B 22 1
27 EEZBND, bz (teacher cognition) & 5 HFEIL, o U —7 ik, %
H.OBVIALR IR EEE T D ER(Borg, 2003) TiEHILD L O IZR o TETWAN, TOHf
BT, HAIOBCHHME, BERER EOEMNARRM T o 2 ICEANYTHh, #
HEZR PR EEM OB R RTINS N D MICH D, 22T, [22A) L) HIGEE
S LI, A ZENICE X, T OB DR A SEERAICBRAE T X 5 Wl EE
PERAET D, DFED, HEEHETO BEMZRRESCH COBRRKRER D 72DI2iE, &0 EEH
(2. BRREIC, BETA S BAHET L LT, Hho 1225 ITEREZS T, BEOMEK
(2723 DWFFEIR TE DD TRV,

KL T, ZO LD REFRND, SIEHETRMONIZEIZIT 5 B AR 22 BRI T 15
DO—oDRA %, EEAED [Z2A] (1914) & H /it & Dornyei (2011) D8 G#IFT)
MERET 1 (Retrodictive Qualitative Modelling) (RQMYDE z &4 L1, 2R 7=,

1 BARDITRIZIIT % HFRR AT

HEWAD TZZA] (1914)i%. TR & A LRI AOLONE OB E 24 -
TAEMTHY ., 2L DANTHENFIT TWD, AOD—o1%, o8 4] xaZE L=
DNEWVIENABH T —<2H 5, WA, BONRZHMBE LFEENINHT
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L, ZLONCHEE G 272, 5 F A TE RWEHER NI O L2 /N & v D TER
TRILILOTHD, [22A11F g & TKE LW ISAEDKNCED TS A

EOSHBEEZEMICL, —RI2ETNEFRNELTIAEBAKRT D LV D FEOHK
2o T, LhL., [Z2Z2A) AR ADE IR, TRMIH LD AT L)
edz] O Z LITICRB SN D NHIOFEICE T 2mBEICER 5 2 L1225, AFTH
O BB AENERENT. Z OMmEIZIE T 5 SEEAEN 0 2 D4k 2 e R T 2 0,
FEEAMBHIC L DB COEREZ B E T 2R T, WAaNT —~ & LI YRED B ARD A
APz 5 1224 OMELEET L EER, [22A] DWW O0DRHEFRME L,
B BENRA R OBS DB Y FaELET D,

SREHCIERA & o HEEIX, FEEE D language teacher cognition (Borg, 2003) % % aEqR L
oD ThDH, TDHOIZZL NI WHBH S, F7=, teacher beliefs (e.g. Pajares,
1992) . teacher knowledge (e.g. Carlderhead, 1996) . teacher self-efficacy (Brissie,
Hoover-Dempsey & Bassler, 1988). teacher learning (Freeman & Richards, 1996)7 & ® H
FEBMEDIL. BENICET OMEN L AFIEL. TILO DOZRRIZEHEZ TR HFEE L
T 5 teacher cognition & W9 HFEDEFE LIAREICIHA SN TWDENE D DI T
H%, LAL. cognition &9 3EEE [F8H) LiRSH, RBEMBE, FBAEUER 80 —KIC
EELTWNDTOITHED I D2/, ZD7HIT, SiBHANRAIIEE ORI S 55T
RS ND ZENDH LD BT RNIZS S, TNTET TR BT AROPHLA DRI G
H5, BAROIENFEEH & L CORGEHAMORBINZHMIET S LT, T E TOMIEONH
HCILEON RFEAAET O N E R 2 o L. BUERRRIZ 29 U Y —F#ERA G5z <
VW S FE ST S (Watanabe, 2012; Sasajima, 2012),

HEJ5(2012) 1%, EREHATEBIIONITEIC [E5E (k) #HOZ Z 50058 v ) Kz
MA Tz, BARIZEBT 2 FFHRAEEBMOMIE, SF V| FERAENORINOMTEEL, AARD
BEELV AT 2E2BEZ TG IIMEICRSTEMETH Y | SHEEBER DT ETE 2
WEIN 3 22 & 5 LEEf LT, £ 2T, AAGED 224 R oOREZEYICKIAT D
L&z 7= (Sasajima, 2012), Afa Tk, T8 HEZX T, EHMAD [Z22A] 1Ic£H
SN TWHLHEHER NI OWEMEZBEM & LT, SEAAIREMIRERZINA . SEFEHE D
= ZADHEROAEEMEIZ OWTERE MR T2\,

2 TZZ Al ICRbhn %SRBI R

ARICEIT 5 SBEMRMONE LD 5 LT, BEAMAED [Z2A) #8EE LTH
RKHJ72 S ONWTEZ TH LD, ERHWAZED B 728 B%. a0 o x RmEEHA T
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b, FOREMEDL TZ22A] 13, AAROFIEHEREEICH T 5 S AT O %k
THERICBWT—2DEERDEZEZIT-NLTHD, [Z2A] L) XA MDBRT
Y ANMONEHRZ BTG &V D RERORS & B A DOBIR B, WA 2R L7
HERIERA bR TOFEMRPR SN TS, £, [Z22A) EWvwo/hdioERix, [F)
ETRL EWIHFED Fn A LT TS ZADANDFEY THR S ILTWT, F
7747 GEV) CEWERENHD, AAROHSIETIE, AL VI FEIT—RAVIZZED
EEWT LD, MIZHOIREZH A DALV I 0IiE, AMPICER I Hx5 L S
DT ENRZN, 2L ORE, WREBAT L IFEEZ AR D I2TOHEFETIT R L FlE T
L., fNEE O Z L, ETIIEETHLINERH D, T X 72FICERL, [224]
M E LTI R,

AND 225 1THMETHD, EORBEMTHLINERIET 201X, 4 HOAREY
F 72 5T TIEMRIA T2 LU, IMAFZEIREGEICHEEA TV D8, IMORSRER W < HEER L
ThH, HELCA N = ALTHLBRENITE D200 LRV, BIEFCEMHIRIUIC LY
AT 2 O T IS L METE 2RGSO, ZTRUCH LT, S
AREEN OBFFEIL, FREODE T OMA A A0 U, RETH, BEORERE, HMoME X
E. BUSEATRERBEIONE 2RI 57 MTHREL, SiEFE ) ICESE Y TRE
2 SRR (SLAFEZ e T D B A Fio THIZEDHEA TV D, L L, ZhfifE Aok
TR BECCHHEIZRIT D RSN, SUErY et 5. BEMEAND 3030 2 IE S
(72 fR %, FEE L OMBEERZR EE2BETHLERD Y . L0 BRI O 2 % 4
ETDMENHTETCND, KR, ZEINES TR TE TV Z &, BPiicide
RS2 E WD IREEDkE L T D, £ 2T, SEEETRM OIS CIX, HAiNEENT
3Nk R UK S E L Z ENEETHLEEZX D, ESL (F25FiHE L TR
RE) REZHLE UCHRE L SEEBIMRI O L, DO FEF HAROHREHE O IEGEE
AICS T L Z &idte T L L, MERRR A/ LRV TR @V, FENZEIC
BHNTH, AREWI R, AROHEEORELESLCILEBET H UL ENH D, D HEH
HY2EKT, [22A] 28MIc. AAROIEFEHRNORMZ [HHEo Z ZADW5E] &
VD B TE 2 DR 2 LR ICHRETT 5,

WD [Z2A] EWHEMIZ, [FA & T54E] ONEOLER T T T 4 7 OFAT
HEInTWasoT, TR & 4] 12k 2 [HIRI7RAE Z(reflexivity) | 23T T\ 5
ERZDZENTED, FRNBREERDDNIY 7L 7 V8T 4 —1F, ARBPNENTH
DK LT, W MMERSH D | HITEE L WD K0 IE, fhak & B L, [ (credibility)
MEWV, ZORBBELRND, AARNZZEEGEMOMIC A RS TS 225 DX
S, [22A] ICRONDRHAREH ML TERL, HEORRERR LIV,
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2.1 FBIOEREME
TEIFH L ONFITT (B RAELR L)

(ARLN &S A X =B TIERER TR IZS, T2 2 A) DIERIZH 5 AR 72
T—<THV ., ZO/NGIZEEEEZ 52T\, D Z ZADHFETIE, 20X ) 7k
HEMMCIEZ, BRTILERS D, HlziE, Ly En i iEoxts, KA, &
EREEWALMNIT LI LT, o) —7 ik, BB EORENREFETE LS
9o WLV ERUDZBAOA D =ALT 224 09 FHFETHRAT ST A Y)
Thd, AL, AAROIKGEHMN ED X 5 2mak, BiF. BREZFF> THZTWDL D)
PR HIT1E, ZOX D ICHMETEBNEBERNREICEIVIEE T2 ENEETHD &
BEXOMBTHD, 2F0, [SHORETI E Werolc) L0 Hifio L@/ T
TERERI 72 VAT L, BLUCIRENBE D IRI TH 20370072 OB TIE e <, R
EABHESAE RIRET O, ZORIC, BRURERICE BRI A T, 81
JAE O A 2 23R %0 (Fiske & Taylor, 2008) 4~ 2 & 2 Bt A, fihE & DEZIZ LY
SINTT D Z EDOMEREEND, LW L0 ZZAEMWMANIHITL LS LT 5
IE. B ORFIRIC— SO R EEM A BT 57259

2.2 BRI BIE OB

A/t L, L G DT LR X S DA, [BTEE 512, ZED T HHAY
E IS TE 5 L HNFF D) BIADSHEIFD L FHno7, LPLEDEHED
HIED 505 &, L TR & D TIZR0 2 /20 HINZFNDD 3 FEHHFIZiR D S
& TN HDFY I TIEE TR S ANIT ) Trerpo/ee REANTZNLY
b o LD TIZHATNZ KFICL TE6 LS A2, (B JELRL +X)

[FL) NIRRT WD e o TREA] © (2RI bo LEDFIIRATEL) 28
BCEEST D 2 LIIRATRRICUTV, FAVTERMEICH T 2 M E S 25000 LIV s,
FNETTIERESEI ThDH, TOEMREEIZT 7 M LERBMEZR O MNTT D 2 LA,
HAIZ BT 2 FFEBER I OMIED— > DORETH 5, LinL, 7o — ML oER2R
T—HoN. A VB Ea— Bl FIT 4 T REOEN T —Z kb LI, JRIR-#E
REVIHRREBRAEB 2 L7200 T, HHERERRES AT LTHETERNWEASS, #
FiOEME I Z Z A XK T 2 72012iE, ERROsSIHITREN D L 9 2B R 72 BB 721 T
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X2 VEMEICIR SRR AT AOBMBNEE CTH D, TIITHERBRNRT 7o —Fng
MTHDHEBZONDN, EO XD ITHMERIGEEBRTO Z Z A ZGKRT 2 0 W22 57151
BURF L TIE 720, ATREME S L CIE, DERFERIRIRRFIENE Z DN D, BRI
FCBWTITHICON T2 2 LT 26 L T Db Tldk, Rk L TK
BEOHLWVIREEZXLZ LEZEKLTWD, ZORNPLEZULX, [22A] ITrRahd
WIGRIRTZT 47 « 77 m—F1%, HEEEENOBEHELDIBIE DI 2 B 6T TE
B AREMED S D,

2.3 BRTARZLDEKR
THIRE & 13 o F WA, S5 DEEPESRM LTINS, FITESZ #ES DT

T, COoDbDELVEELTE S, FITITITEA FMED2 S DI F77 ((E 5
BEEFE =4—)

Fzza) ok, TR A% k) ICEB L g oBERICEREZ RS, ZORE [t
A BEBEFEELELT TR IEDILEVWIMEE L >TWD, REEEZDE, THh4E] OF
kv Mg olENFHRIN-Z LR D, L, FEEVWD Z LT Tk
] DZZAHERLELOTHD, FKIC, B0 NEHENEAH LR 23T 5
ZEiX, BUEOEZ OB ORMNY  TORIZHHE LD, TOBMNS, HEHATO
ZZADMRIZBWT, BETOBERELZ M- CTHET 2 Z SIFHICEETHZ L TiERne
W) ZEITHETARELEASS, BMOBZLTE A BT D LV ) BT, BIfEL AL
TREEZRVIRYD , BEICORPIBIEOZZAZHETH VW) 2 & THDH, HAR
OB, BN BZ 2BECTETEAE Y THDT TlEe <, AECHRIGEI 2K,
bDHNE, ENITD DD DA EREORILZ b & Te(Johnson, 2009), #ixiX, & 5%
FEARMANERERIC Z 12D D BTN R VMR ER N O Y e & PRI D, T — b,
A B a— REBILEREORMELITV., ERD XS RIFER-FEROSITTZTTIE, 20
BRI Z ZAIXEMEICRZICSN, EIICHBT L2 L OBBENEEND,

2. 4 BT B ST LB EADBRK

FITHPEEN =TT, ELBPEINCE T ORI T, TOMPELDEZ 14, 4
DEWAEA G ESTZE Z ARSI EEA, LI ESHES TH, HAZGD
DDTT, BUZEHIHE D EI/EE TIED D ETA, TE06 ZHNPEFELL IE 1
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DIRIENNIHE GNP EIZ 2S5 5 oo T, (F ZAELEE 2

Moo BENUNTI, BED A SN EERRICHEA REBRREELT DI ENRITHD & &
No, BUFaT LRV T NAOMIE, B OB, FHio LI E, HiiT~=27 1
(2 > THRBBICIRE T 200 TIERW, #HENZE XL 7vEAOHFTELTND
(reflection in teaching)(Schon, 1987), % @ /EB 1% OZhl A & OE AN DK & #RER IR X
THLOTHD, ZOEANDOHFESCRERD, Bl OLEH T (apprenticeship of observation) ]
(Lortie, 1975) & L TRIZZITMkAND, TOEKRT, HEFO LD LW ) HAE, BA
DRFEHRO Z ZADHROT 7o —F L LUIKICERERHD L B2 D, 2F 0, Hhil
DHGHECREIR 2 — (b LSS 5 2 & 721025 FAMREIOWFED BRI TIXZRWIND T,
{5 2 DIFEHAND Z Z H ORI B L, AT 22 LT, Thab LICHEMDmE,
BORELHD ZERRERAETH D, TOTDITIT, Bl HH I X DHRP R D KY)
Tho, BEGEMOMIITZENEZZIRT D720 DM THHLENH D | BHE AN D5
INERFES LD 2 & THIROAMEN & % D, WREHEN D Z 2 ADIIFRIZTZE D—2% KT D,

2.5 BEBICHR TR

[FNTI R THE LW FE IZ TS L0 6, BL T THEARH a0 NS T3 &
TS EIFCTNET, DT THERES 526 TT, SEPEIKE A2 ST 0
TS bo LBV ICH o LIS BHEHIT S FFRTEES6 Ty (F FTAlLEE
J\)

(B 72| TR AR RD TN AEE TWE ] LW BEX IR, FFEHMIOZ 2 A%
M D ECTIEIRDPERNVERTES S, e, TFENR - - - bofLMITH - LR
SBEENT D) LWHIENRT e —F b EERRBE 52 5, GURGEL Bk &35 5
AERFEIE, TR REATH LWEZ NICT 5 BB, BRELATEA &I
LR AR Y ERE RO S, BT e —FTH, U Ty Kk AY
— « 77’rn—F (Grounded Theory Approach; GTA)/: EOFAEHED L 512, Hinlbz H
BT EBERETH D, LL, ZRETTIERL, BB »rbaREICKIT H4EE L
DRV LR, Hl A H O AR RERIIE, BEHECTHSN THRBN e m A2 R T 57 7
n—FNEEL D, REBICENSNOIMAEGELOE, PR 7—2 2 FHaIC
A B, #HEBGICAEDNT RBET D ENKREEA S, HFEHMOZ Z ADH%
(X, FEERD IO UL S 2 B E OBk 2, REEHIOBIRAZRE L, HON L
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IEZ, ETHILT, REZILTCVDIONEHIEL, TIN5, EHrdES
X 25D0nE, FERIBS L TERZTHOTHD,

2.6 BERFRE/2BHERRAM Y AT A

S 0o TLEFRITAZHHICE = 2 FT05, & 9 LEDOOFEBIZIZ, WO T & a L
L oI, B DENRD 572D TT, BITK DB VFEFEIE T, CRICSESFD
EREIINZ FE L, BEIA L BIESADSHEBEEFHEL T, _ANDLIIEEL T
CZVWH DI TVBE Y RDES 52 EkES> THHRELE, €9 L TAHDIDFIZIE
B ST 05, BEFFD#F DI 512, BRI 0 < B EOKFEFIE LIES b
DESINEEZERE LT, BT SIZHIZACFZ2Z 5 6IRYD, HbHHIRY LB, H

SIZELN b DEES TR, BIZHd 7L< IE BHM<E LS
ST, = DRI L TP TRy Db E A, (F e LiEE =
+7u)

ANDZ ZADFRSCHEIZH HBRERETE 20b LW, ZZ2A08)& 2 THI7
LTEEFDTNLY, TIAREERBET LI LIITERVOT, SHOTEHTHET 5
L2V, ZHUEH < £ THMF S Rl THh Y fIR T & % (Doherty, 2009), £ L T
R, BOOZZATEZBEMRREIEIE A2V, 22T [AMOMoIciEE < n7- B
TRERRR ) L RIEND Z ZAIIADFBEAIZ D DD, IEEEEDORFFE I TIXB 5 M T
XRVBEEZTER LTV A, HEEHIDO Z 2 ADHFEIL, & OB RN IRe /R EME 727 s
AT LCEREZETD, 2FY, BIENRREMRIGEEM O Z ZADMEZED XL H 1T
L, REHABTOLDLIWELSHEHEBICEDOLHIICEMT 200 EEE LTS, 207
T —F I op L HBEI OB LE L BT 508, BEIRMOBLENGIX, BIRREE L W
VEBEZTWENTHD EEZXD, HIRNRELZH LIV 7L 7 ET 44—k, A%T D
B & &AM OEET B D VNTAERE & O BRI 72 BRI DO P CREERET OFRE S AT Lk K
DIESERTHZETHD, TOXHIRTTu—FIZL o> T, BENTREREHERFTEm Y
AT b TR0 e8] CREERIIC & ) A2 TiEZe < AR BB o i CHL i
L&D ET%,

2.7 PRIAFIREZ238H L 1T8)

TR &4, KIZTHRLFEFLE] FBRPEZDONFELE, BEIANFTF ISR F oL 5
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12, BOBZ I THS TOE LI, TORFRITITBEE I A DFI~F &2 THE TIFE
L7z, [HAREEA, BPEDPSEDTT, BRI OIBEIANS b FERNFIZRY
FLE) EFEFOVF L, FIFTAISAENE 5 F T CAREHEZIZTS5EES
TRPOEDTT, L LBAIADEE T EFFREICHE DS T 50> TLESTE
DTH, KICFEESFDTERVEIT, Z 9L THIAEBIESANZGEZITIUZ S
RS BRoEDEEBS> TFI, DEVEDALPFAEDKEH L LV TSHES5H6E
gD Nz Lo Ty, (F feAdl@E®E MU+

HEFEE CIIFERERAERT 5, HBIL, HEREZEMR L, 8 BEZ I
T, TNEERT DT-OITHENE & FIRAFHE L, BR800 OR &5 2 FEERIC

L. KETDHZEICE-T, METDHZLE2RBNICESZ LN TEINLTHD,
FREBERE BENICEZ ONDINE I 0, HDWE, EEORETELEE HORNZ LT,
WNZHREEER T 20 E 200, HEFEEO—2>OHMNTH D, HEESH XN Tl
BN ED LS RGAETHLHLIREOFERRERA T CTTREICE T, Ll il
FDDCEHE LT TS, EoThbWnWanWZea L TLEIZENH D, DT, G
L2 MO EATIT, BERLA2WHEREZBS Z N0, [REIZKE LT ED
WoTLESTZ] EWITENIEN O RBRTH 2L ThDH, [RAOBERDFEAEDORE H
LTy & T4 BRI L TS Lo, BETITRATE R THR) "2 Z2AD
BERBEHTELTCWCERRESILEI> ZEEZLTLED,

PREREIIBWTH, B LZBEI T 20X ) R THILZWEERELZ L TLES D
IFTHD, H2ERREZT 2ERITHYLITEREITEAG > TV DLNBTE, £OERR

EX, MEPBET DIIARARETHY, BHHE TS JZ LI L2V ERY NE XT3
L\, BEEEHI O Z Z ADRFFRTIX, TORICEHRT 5, THRIAFRRZRRACI T8 2 A%
ELUTHEBR L, PRIATREZe 2 & 720 2368 U CHGEREZ MRS 5 O Tl B
AL LTEZ LD TH D, HEOEE W EITIXEOBMERRBAD A =X A
DIFRBLEIRDTIH D,

ZZAHDRICEDEE (VY —7)

FEDJGIZ|TF DIF 77793 HIF 4 BES LD P& F LT, FIOITEF D06 B> T
HKZDTT, BIZTEZE L, BIZTEoELFLLE, LALUITSHS LTHSHIZ, #
DA IE DY IENWS TS L DIZR D E L2, LFOIZIIHEHKLRND TS, A%

DIDIENZ LTV TEIFD BIEA TV S b DD & S IZEPIM L THE=DTT, BITE 5
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LIEDFFIZZR S/ TNE, B DEEIE 9 702 LIED TIEZ 05 I 02 EkES THE L, (F
JeE L EE )

ZIZA] TR TRAE BT D, TBEGORMOIERIZANTRNLGEATHND H O]
FZDOHBRERRSED, LrL, 2OXHRZ Z2ADRIZED TE] v REUT
BERRAOHIETIE, BELLBEIOEENFF> TV LML L WIIESR (EY—7) I
HMUTHIEA D, REEHMOTIZIL, RETEEORITRELZII 2= —arOiEA
ELTEHIRWVEWVWIERERSTEANRND, £ LX) REENL, SUERFE L WV HIEB)IC
R L, BRIEONFIERSCINEY —7 7y 7 R EORMBEE RS, N ET A T 5L
IREEBNHKAGT D, TOX ) RBENEDRBERO=—XhH o RETH D LH
I CTW5, AT FENGEE VDI TlER< | 5529 L LRV DOTH D, HDHWIE
FERRZHEFE M O BENZ2VONE LR, ZIADEINTEIRDTLEN, £D
FREMHRICEDLRVWOTH D, TOX IR T, [HEFEOREIHETT D) &
FEBHIEHEICN GRENTH, TOBEKEITEIMRETHZ LT, BHOHX %
Fifed 2, WO SR OFMERH Y | BIWRH D, TAUIHLREA 2R TH R0
BREDLBIR, T ) LIiGEHEI O Z Z ADBIZETES (VU —7) ZHfELRVR

FEREEHEA W GYGT LT, REMRBENEEZ R L TH, KFEHNAT O
ZIAFEDDZ EiE,

3 WEHENDZ = ADOHFZEOH M

HHWEAED [Z2A] LWIHERZE L T, HARDFEZEHETI ORI O SHTICLEL L Z %
5D 8 DDMMITONWTELR LT, BHITLHLERDOL IR D,

TSR

BEHE 7RG D YRR 72534
BT 2 2 0EK
IS A LY N/ S
FRRITAR S HEK

BILE AN A RE R B AT A
TR FTREZR 5850 & 1TH)
ZIADRICEDES (B —7)

© N o o~ w DdPE



W9 LT, Borg (2006:271)I3 5 sEAENFEH DM DONWTIRD L 9 il x fen L
TWLOTHBRLTALD,

M DRI O R 2 PR 5
WRFEDHH 2 JRT D
BRI TR L L5 BRI 00
N & TSR & 9 BT D)
BEFRR CHAINTE D BT D00
A ORI & EERIT L 2 BT B 00
Pt O REFR Y FNF & VAT

ED XD B TER B IR D)

HENFRENDOMFZE T, IRBUTSS T8O R 2 U, & it =02 b & o
L7ziBan e EEE2BE L, BRC-CTHERN BRI O KRR IS 2 5 280, B & ZER OB
BRA A ONCT 2 0ER D H, BETPLE L T 2HMIFRIIZHN THOVEHETH 5,
LT ERBE LT Z L2 wICH LEBIR T — X ZAEN D Z L ITHARMET
DO, TNIZTTIERAR DV . EBRITIEE L TV 2 BHEINE R T D8R4 2235100 (25
D AREMEITIR VO L2V, Borg 23R~ 2 ZElzR b OFEICIR H L TA T,
FEREHEN D Z 2 ADRGED 8 DOMLEIL, AR L WD RE B8 L 7 BlhlizE 5 O By A
FEM PO RS EEZ D EEXD,

e (VY —F) IZEEOEE M FICRERNEEDNS, L, SEHEMD%<
DFHTRF IR IR 2 Rf > TV D I TlidR <, F7o, FINMIEN EERICE Z 5 BIICBAR
HNCIRSLD S ITE Z TWARVWEIANCH 5, TD X 5 28Uk Z s £ 2 T, Borg (2010: 414)i%
BRI P —FIZEHD 2 BEWAER L, U Y —F RO A CTHAERNCZ LD L LT 5,

® HOOHFEERCHEMET D Him)
(make deeper sense of their work (new ways of seeing))
® FEROZZREEREII-HIEDL (ITH)
(identify ideas to experiment with in their classroom (new ways of doing))
® HRDHILEBRDLYGEITD GELAGWY)
(extend their discourse for discussing teaching (new ways of talking))
o JERE CHHDIED XYL ED D (FIik)

(validate with a theoretical rationale what they already do (new ways of knowing))

10



o FELEEREDCTmERLMGET S (EE)

(examine their planning and decision-making processes (new ways of thinking))

BN VY —FICBb L Z ek, RS A, HA, 178, FELEaV, Ak, BB
HTCHRET DI EITEETHL LEZ LD, ENEIT TIXARDHBERE D RIZIHB VT
BT THAHI EEZD, TNEHMDDLIONI ZTIRET L8 SOMEETH D, EHIK
AMERER L7 e (WEEE R) & BIROMEIT, JEEEBEINS B Thinzx 52 < OffE &
HELTWDEEX, [22A] ZEMICBERRRORE k% Z 2 TIRE LT,

8ODWMOHT, TEBUERENE]  THEHERF OB 25 TEIIBEHICL D
AADOEER] TEBICRISTER] [ZZ2A50BICERES (BEV—7) | 1, #iiay
MACERDOD Z LIZORD D, BEHIORRIZBWTHET LI ENEETHDL Z LR
HIREINTWDED, HICREZIRVIRLZT T AREITZEDLLRWARERH D, £
DR TEERMML, FRNREEHIVIXY) 7L 7 v eT 0 —ICBlET 2 BT 5 2
LDOER] Thd, BEi—ANOL Y OEBRERRmEZ AWVICIEAT L2 LIk T,
Borg 23Ef# L TWWRWERTD 122 4] OEMERMEZP LN TE R H D, €
L. ZBER PO LM ESRHE A D Z L0 TBERATREREMERBMY AT A 2 [Tl
ANFREZR R EATHY) OPEOMRINZ SN b LEZX D,

4 EBRZRENRE Sk

H AR CTOSBHATZRMOMZE X, 2008 4 JACET Summer Seminar (2 Simon Borg 733K
el lBZEoMTIRESTLLEADEAD, bHAA, TRUANI G HF LEYZ .0
WCEETOESR (B, BV —7) REOMRIZ RENTNWD, £z, 77— Mk
7R N KD EANITESS, ZATE), ZENEE . HER, g, A5, TIT 47, #H
DR, 794 73—2, FA 7 A ) — T4 =V RT—=2 TR TTT4—lpL,
FRx REIFE D HEA TV D2, JGEHE TR WL, £ E 72100 Th 5, JACET
SRR R OTEENIER L, 2 E TOISASREECHE LESE L E OB e F:
AT, BRI OO BEND LT ORBEL TE TS, £I T, LD LzliE
A CHFEHEN D Z Z A ZBRT HEIMAE T EEZRE L2V,

4.1 HEME B1TH) Br9TT 4l (Retrodictive Qualitative Modelling) (RQM)

Dornyei (2011) N E R LB MR X 4+ I v 7 > A7 A (Complex Dynamic
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Systems)(CDS) DA FiEIZ, BEME (1T ErE 7 vk (Retrodictive Qualitative
Modelling) (RQM)23d& 5, THINTeT 0> LWEMERRESFEEHE DA =X L EMET 5
FETED—2& LTIRE LI b DT, kN bRENER ETREBIIThNTE )
EO—2FRRE LT AOND, HHICEZIE, T—22ED0 L. 2 FHlE T
THEWI HEOWAITH Z LT, HOAFRFRTREMICH TV DR ZREL, £zl
STHIT DLV FIETHD, ZORIICL > T, HOMBRNZ L - BHX AT
v 7 A(signature dynamics) (W< O0DFRFETE DFFEEESL & L CHIHT HEFEL D
L) - EREL, BHEERRMOTIRICHAL LS LT 0RETH S,

16 HEVEFE 35 (Complexity Theory) 28 2 & TO EFEMMFZE 2 AR L+ 5% 2 S8 5
(Second Language Acquisition)(Z#F L W5tk % 5 2 Ty % (Larsen-Freeman, 2011),
Larsen-Freeman |, % 2 53E%#(second language development)| &5 HREE v
T, EEBIEMETHLPRHIITH Y, IRPUISCTHEAIB L, BETD LWV IR
AR LT, £ OB EO—> & UCTHEHIE (BTH) ERET /UL (RQM) 2% Dérnyei
(Q01L)IZ Ko CIEE SNz, TNEHEMBMOFAEIIEA L L5 L& 27z, oF 0| Bz
HZEHEMES AT LB R, TOEMEZHRT 2 BT, & 5K TOHANDRIE Z R
THIEIWZED, 220 oEREMDLZLICLY, FHEERZBAE L, BRI 72 R x v
ELTOBLALXAT Iy AEREL, TNEFMT 52 LICh 0 BRI O
fift 2 X LTz,

Sasajima(2012)i%, HAROHFELE O RFEZET 10 ATkt U CEEMFEE O Ff A 2 0 L |
ZHSEWT Fa—F T L. WS OO RN Y 2R LTV D, £ OFHER
BIZLE, BAOEFEHARRIMON O OR S E LT, [3EHRITS 2B ORE
ZLIEBNTWD ) TSI E 2 5 2 ST AEEOBEM T & e 5] [SREFRMERIL
BENDORZTH D] THEMEL OB RBEREZRINICT 2] REEZZET. W ONDESL
AT Iy RaRTBEHERSFHHIRMH 2R LTV D, Lo, (EROBIFED L H
2. 2O RE — At 2 Z LIX LAV aas, B T ErE 7 Lk (RQM)
DR TH D, HIFERIT, HETEORUTOD DR E LTI A, IROBGTRE D
BRICENLCE D & T 560 THD, WIC, ZO/HEME GAfTHE) EET /b (RQM)%E
LT, BRR e BEEHET O Z Z ADOMERE T IEE R L TH D,

4.2 BB = Z ADWFZREFIE

T4, WEEHETE &, HS, 17E. FELAW., k. BELromTc, VYh—F421
HZENZOMEREOH LD, BHEIX, AoBF TRINIZZ ZAFERTE 200
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LThbH, LL, B~ ARETOHERTEHMERH D, [Z2A] TrEND LI,
Hoy & Row Dt & BRI 2BEREAHER T2 2 ENEETH D, b, Hardks
T RIE D DA U A R o#m & odLF S, FEME T BT Ve (RQM)
D7 REATIINLEL 2D, BEMICIE, ROXIRELAVOEERT D2 ENDLIAD
%o

ET VLR DOIE, JACET SFEARNRAMIIER THEM L TV DK TH D (cf. JACET
=B HATR A e S P SeAE L) . RS TTIR, HEEAR, HE IS HETHE, PR,
HESEREOFEICIOWNWT, A 74— IIEELE ) 22 AME LTEMBL TX -,
Wb DA RO DO TIT R FHOZ X, EE, RBx b LIC LIEHEBARZFEOH T,
BURZ 8 L, MERE o, EWCHEA AT 26T, FANBHOMEE LT
Ei L, WIZORTHEVIBRE TR L T\ 5D, ZOMKEE LM, FHEE T
BFIET L (RQMYDT AT 4 72D AT, RO L D722V —F OFSHZFLAL T T
N

JEREAAN O Z Z ADERD U H—F OFE

T =~ DRIE

T IR TR EE (BRRE) ORE

T —~Zin o T LRIk E O E

PRk & LRIBER O BRI D HESE

BRE DS DT —< 2> TR EDE
FERIGERE D B OFERE ~DOERM

PRRkEDFEY DL

Bk L RER B T L B T —~ DR (FH, #47)
W OO T —< O Z Dl

10. 77—~ ORI IR v (BAHEA T I v ) HHB

© © N o 00~ w DdPE

ZOEIRVP—FEITICHIED, SITORA L bELT, IR LE TEBNERE
P TR RS OWRBR 7208 TR S8R ISR aTRE 2 HEA iR o 2
T4 [PRIRATREZRR I L 47H) ) [Z 2 AORICEDES (BEV—7) | OFEAICHE
BLARNOEREFEMT 2, FAEOEEME, ZUMEZEDLT2DITIE, YR OFIEZ
MR T IERERTR N EE L 725, Ll FEMEST — 2 O RIZIED D HEERH L O
TERL, HBLLETHEREDOZZAICERZYTOHIENR BRI TH S Z L A2 BN T
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WiTRn, AEOERIL. THERT2ZL0EK] Tho, THATEHZIZK HEADBEK]
2D, —AECHEmmILd 5 2 & TiERYY,

5. ¥¢®

O L OB (Theory of Mind)) &9 TLERRIEAS B BHICHMEICSH H
51 LWHEZ NS D (Premack & Woodruff, 1978), £V | i O.LOENE ZHEH L
MENEDETRRDES (B —7) REEZFSTVDL LWV T ENRND &V D e
DZEEBBLTND, AHOTHHLIS HRFE T ZORNAFZEI T L0, hoByic
TENDB 2NV D, FEEEHEIO Z Z ADHITEIL, HLERT LLOMR] & RRIICER
KLE2 T AL THLH D,

AR, WaR T2 2A] TRBLL XD & LIoSUHR A% S 3B AR O ~D
SR ZRE LTc, FERIIITGRE L 24 H D Z LITRM L TV DA, ZhE E oniTIic,
Fio, JENTIEZ 2N B, FEEBEI DO Z 2 ADMREZRRE ST,

BEE TR

FRHEASE. (1992). [HGTOmGE L MBI 2088 . HRAFZEE 7 IR 2, 32.
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391-429.
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SEHT|IZB T B Teacher Gesture DEEE
—REH T OREND—

HEE BN (BRXZ)

1. IL¥»ic

SCEERFAE 3 2002 4RI TTRGEEME R 2 AARN] OF RO ORIEHEER] Z2185%. €D
RERRIIAGERRTE & W D R RI L, 2012 4RICIE, [ m— SV AMBEREE S 2T 5 i
L. [EEReZR SR S O EOE L E O OBEDO M E LT, 7 a— L8R IR
FCHRER LIE R C X D AM OB A S | 7=I2id, HRILESE Th 5 il /a8 AR
PRI EFRL TN D, L, KR E L THARNFEEOLGENORSL, ZOKE LTH
FERAIR DI RPN R ARG D A UETe Z & d7Ruy,

PR ETREEE G A, 2009) Tik, TAEMEDPRIZIN U RGE L2 B3 TI1T 9 ).
MEEEFFGEETIT O L2 AL 45 L L, &Ghz BRSO THZ L O L\ ) B
BESTWDOMES . KRR BIRTGIEZIRET 5720I101E, 3, BETEENLED LD
CHA LN TWT, BB EEEOSHFE SHEGICE I HD TV D it 5 B
BHDHIEAHD, ZOMEITK L TEIZHKRRT a—Fnb 50, SiddGm. JISHEET0
H5 1 1970~1980 4. 2 ¥ Care Taker Talk (Motherese), Foreigner Talk, Teacher Talk 72 &', #KEH
VR A CIIZE S TR Y | BEHELHMNL, AR L@ ORFE LIXRRDF LT %
T2 2L T EBAMREIIICB N T T A R 2 F EHRFEFITL NI R0T VA T
v h 2 /& 15 (Scaffolding, a teaching strategy indicating the support that enables a learner to
complete a task/s’/he would not have been able to carry out without assistance; Wood, Bruner, & Ross,
1976) 2 2 L TV D Z e s T (827 v a v 22,

IO DBEEIIETIL, ST — RO AEL LB DO TIHEFIEE— NI D HAITIT L
ho EH BRI TZ05, 1980 FRUCFFRLELT, UL R E OB TH 5D iR~ L
FE—HN Al a=l—2 g UIFRBEAICRY | SRS A L0 OB A D HE
Wb D L) olz, vATFE—F N - ala=b—a T, SlfEHe &bl
HERHR (S0, HT &, B RE, HR. FOMT. Ko, RN 2=, ERR L)
MNEZRBITIR D, EOPTHH SV ITFFEL & b FRET T FEO/RE BX,
B, BlF2inx, KECHAEATAZME L, MEFLOARMBERZMHET S (Kendon, 2005;
MeNeEeill, 1992) & STV 5,

1990 FARLURE, SREE 5. ISH SEFICEB WV TH Teacher Talk 2B 1T 2 H 50 BNELN S
NDEICRVBUIEIZESTWD, LLARNE, SlBROEREZ, 502 TL0ET5
YNTF = FNVIRERP O ERET DHHEIE, B EERMIER S TV D,

ARTIE, £F. SBEEET L6 AEAN EFFEEIHT O LRSS —
(Register, LM HIC L > TE(LT 5 55E) O SFEM - ST B L. ®’E. KRl
FEEIIT TREH &4 5 Teacher Gesture (FHTOL 50) ITERZ YT, ZORHATAZEL
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22U At d 5, & L. Teacher Gesture % & (P S s BIRII BT D~ LT EHX U T L IO
C G N DY A

2. EEMICREEZEESTE - FEAIHTIEFNESHIT

%1 FinE S CHlRE SN TWDEHNWF E BT 5 25T Th 5 Care Taker Talk 13,
Z O HBOMEEIVRHEDN 5 2 SRk H D WIISMERE RN KT 2 B8NS T & % Foreigner
Talk, Teacher Talk (ZFAELL TWA 728, & LT, Z 2 TH#ET 5,

Care Taker Talk, Foreigner Talk, Teacher Talk |ZW\\ T 416, GE& 23 5EH LV & 55k LUV OERN
FEFLEET RS, TOEBELLSEHH%EHTA (Register O—F) ThV | FEHIIHE F L&
DOBARIZ L0 2R - DS 2TV, AT 252 =0 —v g v s a— FE@ER
L. J&G6%2 21 & 5 (Accommodation), EARMIZIE, BI& T2 THELLTWVWE D) &0
9 ElfE (Comprehensible Input/Interaction O$Eflk) <0, FEZ FIHEICT 2 G HNTICI D X T
DEFEFZELM T, /o, WBEPEEF LML ANV &0 S LEIREIESC, B E FO%
R OB ZBE L2 TUTR BN E WS B, M & FASHEEZ TR T VL I
EVVO BBERIEE Db D FERE B E R D,

2.1 Care Taker Talk, Foreigner Talk, Teacher Talk D%#{#

Chaudron (1988), Ellis (1994) O SCEkL 7 = —IZ X % & Care Taker Talk OFFEILLL FIZ KA
S5, a)simplified grammar and meaning, b) shorter sentences, ¢) more restricted range of sentence
patterns, d) expansion and repetition of sentences, ¢) basic vocabulary use, f) slower speech, g) high
pitch, h) more frequent and longer pauses (the speaker plans more), i) exaggerated and simplified
pronunciation, j) large number of questions and utterances with high rising intonation (for feedback), k)
embedded in the here and now, and 1) gesture, O£V, ZhnFEH XLV, ZLEFRaIa=r
— 3 VIEMBRIICEIT Care Taker O7 27— a3 UL, Sifm GRS, ek, akaa LN
V). HEEREE (BH, B50) TBEIND,

RIZ, Care Taker Talk OMARLB 2 HCTH X 5, ShTFEbDOREERIT, FELRIFEDOF—U
— RCHLEFRAREEZTR DL OEFELRLIZY  far-dR A KL TR LTZY T2, %
7o, T ORI Z2 4R LIRS, STHEMIZ KD 5020 R0 WHTESUZ LD BRI X THR D
T A a=r—a rBROHBNRELENBESNLD,

Mother: What do you want?
Child:  (no answer)

Mother: You want what? [referent prompts]

Child: I want milk.
Mother: You want what? [say referent again]
Child: Milk.
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Data source: DePaulo & Bovillian, 1978 cited in Hatch, 1983, p. 162

PUF UL, Foreigner Talk O #HIfB]Cd %, Care Taker Talk [FlfE, 0K LA32% <. NS /I NNS
PR CE Zpino BRI L, NS ZBRIC KD E4k7e /3T 7 L — X T NNS O Fig {29

ST 2 LT\ 5, (N=Native Speaker, NNS=Nonnative Speaker)

NS: Well, you can ask anyone how to get there?
NNS:  What? What?

NS: Most, most people know how to get here. Many people know how to get here,

okay?
NNS:  How to what?
NS: Many people know how to get here.
NNS:  How together?
NS: Yeah, how to get to the restaurant.
NNS:  And get to the restaurant.
NS: Yeah, okay?

Data source: Hatch, Shapira, & Gough, 1978 cited in Hatch, 1983

ESL #(ZE C® Teacher Talk Tl. ZHHNNE 2 &> TV CHEE OFEESCHE

LAE

(kb B BRE

eI B2 O DR RER (Display Question) /X7 7 L— X% L7V | FEEZE DIGEE G

A SERL S8 TR Y IR T RREERI RO B S D,

Do you know what this is?

Egg.

This is an egg. An egg. And what do we do with an egg?
You crack it. In a bowl.

You crack it. In a bowl.

(In Korean) We eat that.

Right. And we call this an egg.

Data source: Young, 1974 cited in Hatch, 1992, p.95

ZOXDBRBEMZ LD EGHNT X, ST TRFGAEY THIThbND, LLTFIX
ZeET A3 bath” & “bathe”Z il L CWABH TH D0, BWECTHEREZWLE I 2 HSY TRL,

HEETHBRZEEL TV D,

T: In your house:-you: -
house:--a tub---you
(gesture) wash.

18

. ESL #=7T



Data source: Hatch et al., 1978 cited in Hatch, 1983, p.153

3. EREMNICKRRBERFEE T HIFESEANEEENT : Teacher Gesture

A8 Hatch (1983)I2 L 2 #E TiX, SV HEHANFE L INTWVAHIZIEZ /20 A3, Hauge
(2000) 1%, Teacher Talk (Z331F 5 & 52 U (Teacher Gesure) & #8142 L, [f# % Zfill @ Twin Strategies
RO, ATy FEFEBELH TEEREE L A=) —TH o Lm LT\ 5,

Kusanagi (2005a, 2005b) DYe{THFZE L W = — & BFL Z(E#1%2)>5 ., Teacher Gesture (213 K5
95 & 4 D0Df#)X a) gesture as input : comprehension aid, b) gestures used for classroom management,
c) gestures inﬂuencing learners’ emotional state, d) gestures as mediation in classroom interaction 73 &
L2 ENHER S, 50 OREIZIE, BIIfEL LT 2H 0 IE—EOHF 5D I2iE, —oL
FoOEEMEROZ ERZ, T OBEEEIX, EFL BREE T CREH 415 Teacher Gesture
(Kusanagi, 2001, 2003; Lazaraton & Ishihara, 2005; Sime, 2008,), ESL B&5% I TP X415 Teacher
Gesture (Hague, 2000; Lazaraton, 2004; McCafferty, 2002; Quinlisk, 2008) (Z3iBET 5 H D ThHh 5,
BL, AICERBBNOIOIZEN SN H 50 T, ZER BIESEONGEGE CTho5EIC
. ZOFRELEFA D& 50 (Emblem) (B 213, JEEEEIZFUVT “Idon’t know.” & 3EEET 5
EFRFFCE 2T < O 585072 8) 7b§ﬁbhé ZEbdHY ., ZOmITEWTITREERE OZE,
FERLFEREE OZEN O TOL 51 PEHITE WAL S/ 2, EFL 8258 T Tl Emblem O] %
WET D EERTHHEENGHI Y (Kusanagi, 2003), &5 0 EEHICEAZEZRH A 9,

Teacher Gesture O @RI 1L, B & FTh 5FEHE ORFEOEWVICEL S TRIZEI AT
% (Allen, 2000; Antes, 1996; Barnett, 1883; Carels, 1981; Hague, 2000; Kusanagi, 2001, 2003, 2005b,
Lazaraton, 2004; Lazaraton & Ishihara, 2005; McCafferty, 2002; Sime, 2006, Quinlisk, 2008; Ward &
von Raffler-Engel, 1980),

FREOPIESHEOENMEIZL > THHAMOE 50 FEHAEE X7 5, Kusanagi (2003)D 5
BIFTRIZ L D &\ [A—DOBEMN B D98k 7 A TEM SN 501X, A7 7 ATEHRE
NeH 5D D 56% Th o7z, StHEMEBNMENVFEEIT., IV 0H5) R EbND
BHANBESNTNLR, REZ v a B LB TR 7 22BN T HH .50 B3MEbn
TV,

VSN 21:%,1 X, BIESTECHEIRT 2 EICB W T, HAREH S 472 Teacher Gesture D142
Bz R L, @ AT < WEERIES) & £ DR 039—2[5%75_)?%%4[: LTEET D, B7 a3,
3.2,3.3 TiE, EFLRPL FTH D HAOEHTHERI & 5 FASL K TOFGRRIURE L BIET D,
T/ a 34 TIXISLIREFCH DA z&@%ﬁm ([ B EINLRABE T O B ARSI 3 (.
MG Shiew) 288 T 5, M7 7 A0HA L L, SlEHALANCHEFAR THREH
A TWERBRD H 1 | RETITEHLS O mRRAL S B E . RFEAE XA D O
DIV,

3.1 Gesture as Input: Comprehension Aid

50132 Lidaised 5, EikoOFkEE (Hatch, 1983) X, £ —#ITH D, “wash”& 19
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B HBRWEEETH, ZOEEE AT HEEOMM ORI 5, o, 5V
X IR 7 L—=XHg) & LT, FEHEILEL > CEMCTER RSP GER, UE%) 7%\
ZEFEHEED HOWVEHE SV IS TRAT HZ IR EOEKRE PR R
Do 2T, FHIFFE LI BERWFEEE (Wik, THRTF L) 1ZiE, S0 RY 2=
DEUREZRHET HRNH D E FI T 5 (Hague, 2000; Kida, 2008; Kusanagi, 2003;
Lazaraton, 2004), 121X, “tree” &\ 935 (signe/sign) ZatH] 3 BFE, tree & VNI FRD <o, /trie/
L) HFEEL (significant/signifier) 73, RS D EKNE, &, A A — (signifié/signified)
Thsd IR Z25EHR (2813 T CIEEREER (B50) ThETLZLICRY, £
DEFEBEREMTD D WVTRET H 2 LN TE D, “tree”® L O R BAEYOFHICTIL, Z &I
Tt (e.g., Atree is a plant with trunk, branches, and leaves) 35 XV &, KD BRI % &
S0 TR DI BEERAI SRR BRI 5 Z & A A[EETS,
ZOXEOIRBRIMIZLY, LRI HEBAOKY KL UEME) 2, RO FEED
REGEME &2 58800 2 2 £ 3 T&E D (Antes, 1996), D 7=, RERNIHEN L TV 72 W FHE
(unplanned explanations=% D% CHEEENEM L2 2 & FHEDEFICNEES 22 578
FIH) I LT, Z2OHZOLTHFE =— XS U TREMICERT L2 LB E 2D
(Lazaraton, 2004; Lazaraton & Ishihawa, 2005), 2%V, 50 %X, o RER (B, 5E,
777, K, B FEWE) [FERIC, FEEOTFE=—XXIS L 9 HEIREIR TH Y | Teacher
Gesture [T~ /NVF + BF—X N7 aIa=r—a FREO—DLEZD,
Z ®D X 91T Teacher Gesture |58 & OFH AR 2 BT HMHE N 5 — )7 T, Bbi O A S3E
Z LT D728, FEEOMECHRGER IV ERZ T 2MH S o5 D TRV, &V o fE
i b & 5 (Kida, 2008),

Transcript 1 13, JEEERGEREE DEZ HKFETORGEFHRZZ AT, FETavy=7 hon
FERFOHAZ L TCWABE TH D, Eifi 1 D “aclearidea”|ZfE ) HAFEAETH SV (X “idea”
DEWREMTE L. “your organization”|Zff 5 LMD F~EF% 3 BEINTH SV X, HDEARFRE
FERERIC BT 2 32D My 7 % B LOF 5 THR INTHEERIFFE EOAE & 53K O KfH]
L ZE FOBEE T/RT 2 L2 K 5T speech organization D&% = & (X TRl < GBS
IZH 5D TR LTV D, F85E 2 Tl BREMRZRICERT DLWV RO 7 &2 550
TRLTWD, “youcan” TIFHED D 2T XITEY . ZOFRFENENHRILINTWD, FFE3

T, E%#<@6%E®EMMmT EXT4P%/F%ﬁmLTV5 FaE 4 TIX, FEE
3ERULH SN ZNT T L= LR EDE TN D, BFENRT 7 L—RFR A v —Y
G AT N G o Lféﬁﬁ)%] LCTWDA, %if3 “Imnot’:[FAILHSY 74— L%
AT ZEICRY  BHEFICH LT, B2 L X THLINERMICRILA vE—VThDHZ L
PRZTEY ., 22 CHLEMOMTEMKEE L RGO S MEHEEE (coherence) EIZE SN D, HEE
50550 TiX, ZORMAEZENTWLREET, MEFTHL P ET you THY | FEREERT
LR Cld“audience” CHHHME F4, FTHLR L THERAREHAOLNCT 25ELFOE
HAROID, UL FHENEICHEIS LT, BERlZORTENRRLND,

ZOFEIRRT K ST, Teacher Gesture DBIZRIZ LD . 5D I, HDZ L IXOMEETRE

20



WCHZTE L OR L, TOROBREEAFES 28 (ZOBFITIIAN) 208 H LI 2 BiEC L
VT AEEOT an W NANRBIRENEHLNCT H I ERTE 5,

=Transcript 1=

1 T: I think you should have |a clear idea| of |your organization,|

|[{points at left head with LIF}| |{raises LH, moves it down x3}|

2 T: land then you present.,| (. ) Jyou can ; |( . ) | present easily.|

N
|[{moves LH forward} {moves LH back and forth}| |{moves LH back and forth}|

3 T: |I’m not looking for perfect English.| |I’m not.|
|{extends BA to sides, shrugs shoulders}| |{extends BA a little further}|

4 T: |’m looking for you to be comfortable,
|{extends BA to sides}|

5 T: |making your topic interesting,| [for the audience,| (0.3)
L
|[{moving LH forward}| |{circles LH toward Ss}|

3.2 Gestures Used for Classroom Management

HEEWVIOIGE TIERL, FROME, T A ML—y gy, BN EEERRENEEY
LR L B S0 N L bbb, JATHFTE (Allen, 1999; Barnett, 1983; Neill, 1991; Sime,
2006) (Z X B & . Teacher Gesture (Z1E, FEIEE ~DEFEB ., FEHA~OZNIE L, BEHEDOHIR,
FEEORFEMN, RENTOEEFHOBATIR, 74— NNy 710K, FsiE LS
DIEEEN DD LHE SN TVD,

Transcript 2 |, Transcript 1 & [A] UikEEH OB T, 7w V=7 MO HEE, ~v
K7 FERLRPLHHA L TWAGHE TH D, Fahil &2 TIN RT U MEfELZ0 |
H EFTORLTIG AN RT U FONEEZHIT L0216 09 ZEEZBEEFITRL TN D,

FERG 3 TlE,  ZEI AT “20 males”Z A 710, “20 females” % /£ MICHE LR L, %
DA SR A RS MO ZERICE N AELE L C, B & BRGSO o DR G A TR G
P TREBERPO BB LLTVEIICLTWD, 2O X5 RIEAELIT “Deictic”
(McNeill, 1992) & FEiEAL, 56 LT« B & POMEET 5 ZD%OW % fi9~ (Concrete Deictic) 72 tF
T, HEEPICBH T 52 OBITHFAE LR WIS 2872 © 47”7 (Abstract Deictic) =
EHE, MeNeilll 17 EOHE S &, GEE NSO DHR7Z2FEEB TH S LS 5, Transcritp 2
DHFETH ., ZEHOAMN 20 males, ZEMIC 20 females 3% DI EBRIZWDHERTIEARL, 2
o ZoDf G MR E L OR L, BE FIC ORISR EZIIR L T 5,

ZOXI R F SV I DEMERIZ, — DOV IR LERIND Z ENE L, HKEHED
fti &t (Coherence) <O#E s (Cohesion) ZHRAICEK L, MEFOREELLIEFITDH L L
i, MEFPOHEMO—BZRDEEZOND, McNeill (1992)IXZ D X 572550 %
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“Cohesives” &4 ST T\ 5,

“Gestural cohesion depends on repeating the same gesture form, movement, or locus in the

gesture space: the repetition is what signals the continuity” (McNeill, 1992, p. 16).

Flo, ZNHOH 5D IE, R ZS>OF— FCEEFREMTT OHEELH D, ZD LD
O (FREE) RSB -OU EOKREEARORERE 4 b5, R, KED HR
DA THAOND YA, TOX I RESVITFEEEORMNARE LB T 5725 9,

gl

=Transcript 2=
1 T: using a questionnaire, [the questionnaire|
|{points to left with LIF}|
2 T: |L showed you, advertisements. You can use that.| (0.2)
|{lifts up pinched LH high}|
3 T: a:nd you know |20 males,| |20 females| ask.

|{points at handouts in RH with LH}| |{moves LH to left}|

3.3 Gestures Influencing Learners’ Emotional State

Gesture as input, Gestures used for classroom management, Z L5 DOEEEZFFOH 50 1L, #F
IZEFE LIV DIRWFEEE ~DOBERR0, B L < BHER SRR A O TRIT T 2FFZ, £ O
xR THZ LN TE S (Antes, 1996; Carels, 1981; Kusanagi, 2003; Lazaraton, 2004;
Lazaraton & Ishihara, 2005) .

—J7. Teacher Gesture |Z1%, FilkDIRFEESCHIA DR L LIF 2= 2w U H 2 Alim 720
TR, BHE I 2=T 1 OB TH LA & FEHE O THENRIEENRELE X, O
WTITFER BRSO PR BB BE 52 D 2 E0VRREINT WD, FATIFRICE D L ~ 1 A
REOHRITFEEER LEE, EE T VX — (affective filter) ZEHSE, FL—T D
i M (group cohesion) &ELHT (solidarity) Z5fieh, Zhl & 58 FH O CTHE 2 (EHHEIR 2 5L
< Z EICHBNT 5 &£ 5T (Allen, 2000; Barnett, 1983; Sime, 2006; Quinlisk, 2008; Ward &
von Raffler-Engel, 1980),

Transcript 3 (3, Trascript 1 & 2 & [A] U= CTREM S V72 ikEE T D, 756 113, 2l Gestures
Used for Classroom Management f#RED — D> TH O EZT DFRETH S, S2 (1) #%HE THL
AT ZETRICHESHELZET L E2RLTVDER, ZEETIERSHESY TESZRD TV
Do Hliie 2OMTIE, TAaL 27 MROIBTEICLY, BEHEDEL LTI W
ZERENET DL RLATON TV DA, 2 BOILEN 2 DEEEVCHEAZ LR L TV 5,
Z D%, S2ITAARFED Emblem 7V (WA A LIETHRT) 2485, ZOH501T
ZlX. 7 T AEBBEOERENEFH O L-, 563 THAMNE, “good” W) Z L e, S2%&4E L
ATHSDTS2OHEVITAZEKRLTND, D%, JE5E4 T SI10 IZFAEOREHEZIEE
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T 5, Ak 7~9 TiL, S10 EHETOM T, RCIFXVESHEOREL LTI 28, 2 &1, .
IRPTETRBPENTND, S10 (F+) OEEEIZ, 2 O @F KRN T, 280k
RIRWEENTWS72D, ZORRFTZDLNERLTWDES D), INEOERNE, By
ERIFICE LTRSS HEE G5 (Self-adapter=55 L FAHO7=OIZEH I NS H 5D T
grooming gestures & HFFEIND) | “cute?” & V) FERDFFHIZ LK RV TV D, E7z, S10 D&
FEDND HARGESD 23— RAA v F IATHEEE CEE 7 O “kyuto”[F=2— F 2 | FEGHE- D “un”
[9~A) 1E, EdOASBFOTDIZEN S8 50 (Self-adaptor) & [FIERIZ, Private
Speech (Intra-psychological Speech) & & % H 115,

Vygotsky (1986)IC k5 & FEBITHELWZ A7 (ZH D MTeIFS0, HECBO BT 72 LICH
A 7 IZHL Y AHTeIRFIC Private Speech % ] 0 £ < PEH T2, Vygotsky I&, Private Speech (21 31TH)
BIOEBEOHCHEEERH D LE S, HiH8 T, SI0IXS2DMEH LS5 2B,
7T AEBORNE\FEFE > TV D, [A—ORGESH CEHSNEZR L7+ —20H5 50 T
b5, FRORGHEOREVECRHRMEDHEEL LA L TNDE B FE XL, ZTD XD ITEHE
M COBEE S0 13, SEEROIESFENFRFRMEZ R L TVWD EEFR L),

—ODHKEHEDOHTTO, 2O K H RIFFFEHFRFADORLD WY X, FEOLFITHE S 7 T AN
DFEFREE & &I, RFEORAEMESRHERMEZ S VL TWD, B SITFRDOE — A
FHTh % (Dornyei, 2001) 1, EHESITICERRT 2 BETOITEIO—DIT, FEEFZ T 558
LW T ADFERHZSL W EFFTEY Z0O—20HEFEL LTI2—%7 | 27 1L T\,
Greatbatch & Clark  (2003)IZ & 23EZDKGE DT TH, 2—F 7 LR WIIZ NV — TR 258
LT 2ERDO—2>TH L LHE LTV D, FEFE9 TSI10 &, S10 xR ADLIE (RW)
ERNT DD 0T B HEE 10 TIEBEIDIGE= 7 L A (BB 2L T %= good) . KA.
JE5E “Well, excellent.” T S10 DIT 24 Z KGR L T\ 5,

ZORFITIEL, BETORD TEHSNIZFAEDE S VITR1, 2—ET T E (acomical
performance) (ZHl7c = Z—F A A FERZHEIZH O LTWDAS, Transcript 4
(Transcript 3 O3 IRIZEEH SIVCIREHDFELE 2 TRINTWVWDH X HIT, 2D LD tEeEL
OvA LE S &, HEib, LIZUIRITO 2 &0 D, Greatbatch & Clark (2003) 12 X 5
BPOA—FTRRVOXFESIIC LD &, 2—FT7RR NI, Z/b— T ORI Ll 2 58
WAHIZTTIE e, THODRRMITHE IR, BROFESCEYZ & D, SHHFE OFFEON
BROAvE—VEIVRBLOT T2 EME LTV L EENBE LD T ADFEE
540 L OEHHRERER TS, ZORIREEOL SV T, BE~OBLAEZHT L L HIT,
RECT 7t MR BEIEROVOTIWE HEMIZHEL TV,

=Transcript 3=

1 T: S2, |[<give me a gesture or expression for cute.>| © Yeah °.

|{raises fists, beats them toward S2 x3}|
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2 S2:
3 T:

4 T:

5 S10:
6 T:

7 S10:
8 S10:
9 S10:
10 T:
=Transcript 4=
1 T:

2 T:

3 T:

((looks at S2))
((looks at teacher)) (0.2) | \
|{points at her cheeks with index fingers, tilts head to left side} |

((Ss burst into laughter))

yeah, good. | good.
|[{points at S2 with left index finger}|

land then| ask a man. S10, |give me an expression| [for <cute.>|

|[{revolves RH x2}|((looks at S10)) |{claps hands on chest}| |{extends BH, then

clasps hands}|

((Ss looks at S10, smile and giggle))

cute?

(-

((looks at teacher)) ((smiles indicating S10 is feeling little awkward))
yeah. (0.2)

|
kyu:to? ((lean upper body to right, scratches head with RH)) (0.2)

“Cute?”

u:n. | \

|[{places fists on cheeks}|
CGUmm.’7

((Ss burst into laughter, clap hands))

| | well, okay, excellent.

|{thumbs RH to S10}| ((Smiles))

Also, |even simple things| |like even music.| (. ) What would, maybe

|{revolves LH over handout on desk}| |{revolves LH}|

|S2 will do a guitar| and [l will do a flute.| (.)

|[{mimes to play the guitar}| |{mimes to play the flute}|

|You know again getting the stereotypes of what instruments people play| (. )
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{revolves BH alternately x5}

4 T: and so on. Anyway, |very interesting stuff] you can choose.

{moves BH, palms down to sides alternately x3}

3.4 Gestures as Mediation in Classroom Interaction

Teacher Gesture (%, FlTHEFE MK (Zone of roximal development, ZPD; Vygotsky, 1978, 1986)
DETHHIESNTND, ZPD &LiE, FELNENTHLOREERTE D (HDHZLENT
D InD) HHIKAEL | AE QBT 2 D AU T E DMBKYE L OIS L sk
ZLThHD, FEHENPES-ATHRRNZ &b BT EDZ2HEZ 1R L2 DA AT
ZATH Z & T, LWAAE S TX 5, McCafferty (2002) (2L 5 &, Z & iFE# L TV 554
FITZDZ LT H50 L L BITRIRT D & EDOFEBEIZHENDRR LT H 50 8L,
ZOH%, TDZ LR EEIRICEDOT S 2 L Z LR ME SN TV D, FROFEHEIC
X DS 5 0 1% Kusanagi (2005b) T HEE STV D,

Transcript 5 1%, HARDKF P THAGERGEGS Ch D HENDE R D Tk A AGEHE TOR
ECHDH, ZORHE T, FEEBVMIAFICH A ER [KFAGE OXFEE, 2, 31TH4 LT,
BN 27 ANTHEDON TV D REESCRILE L b, BROSUECER R 2 L T\ 55
HCHDH, ZZTIE HAFZA YL - 7 7F 1 LT, £z THA LW IHGEEZEN S
DRELTHII LTV D,

FEEE 2 OFETO L 50 1%, §5FE HE D729 O Self-adaptor THDH M, Hah3 T, s CH D
BEMOH RO BELZIERZ, [T AV B ZHE) THEEORGZEREZRL, 522 THDHH
ARTEHBRWBIOEENS ZLERLTND, TEBOFETICHT2EEOT 27— a v
PRI, 4. 221 (Here & Now) OfF@IBENZHIToOND, 5V EES Z LT 14,
T OXREAID L, FEEORMPAMEIKLS T2 2 LN TE 5, FhfX, 20k, [TE
Bl (OIELLEHTLH2L) &, AFERETHSEY TEORTFERL WD, £, 5T
DVERDE5D THAL, EEEVD 2 7 F TR TEB O Z RS, Wiz KT 25 5013
MEE] URWEEHT) &) BRE R,

FEEES T, A THEZ) (130 & Ste) OBEA R LIzt Fa6 6 THAEN [H ), #if
TTHEAEN THhroZ<2) & WA LW IFBEOREFEL R LT, BEhTFEE 8~11 TX
FHERE Lo A Z2BRICEBENTRLTWDS, ZOEE, BT TRULARTHEE
ALTWD, %6 12 T, EFIC/ Iz2F5H, GFCTREMNMNTR L~ A LT R 2%
T, ENELTEEE S8 & S1 ik, BEOH 50 24T 5, S8 DH 5D AR T, BD S7
29787 <

T, TR IXEEEICE S TH LWEERE Th o722y, B« SUREIIS T Cl3sfg
DR FBFICS F R E VIR ZE U CEYR SN 35 2 & THiHREO FRE
ERLTND, Fat13, 14, 16 IZALNDH 50 Ml LA D FHEITAN D, FEHERH LN
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Hik &R L oOoH DM EZ R LTS, 7272 L, ZOBENGTIZT TIX, Ziub Ol
R0, FRENHEEOFREELZHHR (mimicking) 27200 L~LZH 500, LV
R IR T D B O HAKENEZ L7226 2 OHIRENEDE IR E X 2 FF 8l (imitation) L
TWVD LR ONTHBITE 220,

Flo, FEHEOINODH 5V % Private Speech & L THZ D Z & HA[EETH A 9, Private
Speech & L TOH SV X, HEIMKETL T TR, U—F 7 « XAE Y —%8T 5 (Vygotsky,
1986), & .50 Bi1EIC X 5 /& (Spatio-motoric Thinking; Kita, 2000)7¢ &', FRENAEEEE A3 FRHE &
NTEY, AXFFEL-ULTOHCHE & LT Private Speech #iEE 45 Z L3k 5,

ZORINT, RO OER TH, BIIIEERRICHL S EIEFRaIa=b—v
3y E— K (FF, LT 50) % (X2~ B ) 2l EERE L CEREEE)
AT > T\ D 2 ENEfR S iz,

=Transcript 5=
1 T Tl ZD: AV L ) TFTTIFE SIOA<S HEBFTLE D, LHEIN
2 T THIEBREAMN |Z2oE HAAT, BRESART AU BANT, HD:|(.)
HWEFTHI&fs}
30T T AV AT () PEEIL 72 N7, ZARTEEY. C. & T BRI & 2 B 2|
{EF 2R LY A F2 R |G F TR0 5} (il & 4t~

F 5}
4 S? 2 A
50T AL |
{4 F TR D EhE X 3}
6 S? o:
7 08?2 HxrHrI<®
8 T 9.

(CRHUC TR & E <))
9 T Z BbrolfEoT,
((BHIZEN =T E2HET))
10 T Eie 5o TET.
(b2 —EEL))
11 T JFEA.
(FEIZOB0T Thr o< &E))

12 T | |
R DEIE, LTS/ JE2FDH, AR CRERBR 2 E1E)

13 S8 | |
R DEIE, LTS/ JE2FDH, A FCTRER R 2 E1E)
(S8 12 87235 729°<))

14 S1 | |
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W 2EME, EFIC/ J2FH, AR CRARBR 23E)
15 T

W 2EME, EFIC/ J2FH, AR CRAR GR 25E)
16 SI | |

W 2EME, EFIC/ J2FH, AR CRAR GR 25E)
17 T 9 9 béEE

|{ it 2 MR T 2 3
18 S3  JELOL ST-ATTN?
19 T Z o ?

4 (&9

AR TIE, BEHRGICBWTEBENICSHRZME L35 F7EFITH LT, B2 ED X
INTRGHENT 2RI L T DD, 20—tz AT 57280, BlIORFHE L H 5V #BLEL
7. Teacher Gesture /%, Teacher Talk & & $ 1T, MEIIG U T, ZEHIZ & » TEELRFFZ HIE -
FHHETHY, BRTHDHZ ENEfREINTZ, ZADZWYNIIMHES Z L2k, WwWhiX 14E5H)
DZERNTSRZ A L TRERICIR L, FEEORMEZ BT, 78 2B DM EATA % [
CT RN N80T, Flo, T F—T A X0 MEOH 25 50 BFEIT. BEDFH
REV T I ASH, FVBLADHLIBEAI 2= S VICHBKL, 58 LT WERE
oL HAREMEN TR ST, T DX 51T, Teacher Gesture (X580, fhME, AT OMME DD
ERTDHIENRETH D, HIZHEL WD TH) & L TOZEMICEE L FEHENFEL T
HIZFTIEMEICL > TEMO S HBEIT R B2, [ZHADH] ICb Y 2 28=E%, ¥
S0 ZEZOI MR EGBT I L > TFEENTFE LT WVWRESCaI 2 =T 4 2RIV 72
FTILENTELD,

INERE DNRIEAZ D8 V) 72 RET H 120121 TRWEER & 13Mh ), TRWHEHZ T & 13T
N EBETLHIEN, EORMO—IRDZA5, ZOBENLE D L, BENITEE
DT NORBEL LTWD D0, T2 55T EDRED L-YL T, EORED RN LI
D%, BAZOSTRIEICEZM L CRIRT DB NIBMNETH D, £/o, ZORIC, FOFFE=
Ra=r—var- BT P2 HOWTREET 2 & LD RRMZROEET 5T b METH D,

SR DOBIZETIL, Teacher Gesture DEARZNR, RpHaIa=r—v a3« F— N TOHIR
BIRDENE , SHITH BN LTV, 2O, FEEOFESTEEAE, UL - i g
P, BEIOSALRY - #HSBEME, BEWESC 2 7 % X N O S &2 HEFICAILDOD,
Teacher Gesture D ¥m M & ERIME CUE, HAFE) 2 b BB LIZERZPLETH D, €D LT,
AGHBER DO H & H & LT D Teacher Gesture B G20 L, f7EF % BT F4E~D, D&
HOMA T 1EEZ 2 THIZU,

FE o AR 23F RS R BB et S Bl BT - orgeBa [ZMEED
BMWHE I 2 =7  OBLEFGEEAEIZIT D Teacher Gesture» HIED ] (FHE &) O
MEEENO—BR & L TITON b D TH 5,
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W ARROMA T 2 FTREIC L TS IS o 1T, FADERIEHE L ES, £, &
RO L, BER CBE 2 < IEEWE LTGRO AT7 IHR#H L RiIT £,
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Transcription Conventions: The modified Jefferson Transcription System

(.) a short pause

(0.1) a one second pause

co:lon  extension of the sound or syllable
fall intonation (final)

, continuing intonation (non-final: flat and low rise)
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? rising intonation (final)
I a rise stronger than comma but weaker than a question mark
l sharp fall

i sharp rise

© passage of talk that is quieter than surrounding talk

< > passage of talk that is slower than surrounding talk

> < passage of talk that is faster than surrounding talk

(guess) the words within a single bracket indicate the transcriber’s best guess at an unclear
utterance
( )  unidentifiable utterance

(C )  comment by the transcriber
italics ~ Japanese utterances

“ 7 idiomatic translation of Japanese utterances
esture| the presence of a gesture(s) with speaker’s speech

the presence of a gesture(s) without speech by performer

I{ }| a description of gestural form(s)
|_| anod

x2 the same action(s) two times

T teacher’s utterances

S1 student 1°s utterances

BH both hands

RH right hand

LH left hand

RH right hand

BA both arms

RA right arm

LA left arm

RIF right index finger
LIF left index finger

Romanization The Hepburn system of Romanization is used in transcribing data.
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The Nature of Classroom Discourse in Contextually Appropriate Communicative

Language Teaching: A case study of Japanese pre-service teachers in Thailand

James M. Hall

Iwate University
Introduction

A tentative definition of contextually appropriate communicative language teaching in the
Japanese context

In reviewing the literature on communicative language teaching (CLT), Littlewood (2011)
concludes that it is an umbrella term that incorporates a range of principles with which most teachers
would agree, rather than a specific set of techniques. The ultimate goal of CLT is to teach students
“to be able to use the language effectively for their communicative needs” (p.196). CLT has a strong
form and a weak form, but many educators misinterpret CLT as the strong form (Littlewood, 2011).
The strong form of CLT stipulates that English is learned solely through communication, and
grammar instruction is not necessary. On the other hand, according to Kumaravadivelu (2009), the
weak form adds an element of communication to the conventional form-focused syllabus rather than
abandon it. Given the abstract nature of CLT, many studies on implementing communicative
approaches in non-western contexts stress the need for contextually appropriate teaching approaches
(Edge & Richards, 1998; Hu, 2005; Littlewood, 2011; Nishino & Watanabe, 2008; Sakui, 2004).

Currently in Japan, what could be interpreted as a weak form of CLT is advocated in such
popular English teaching methodology guides as Izumi (2009), Sato (2012), Takashima (2011), Tajiri
(2009), and Nakashima (2000) among others. Whether the content be “focus on form,” “teaching
methodology grounded in SLA,” or a renowned educator’s personal practice, these guides share the
commonality that both language form and meaningful communication are prominent in their
methodologies. In the Japanese context, I will consider contextually appropriate CLT as language
teaching whose goal is to help students learn language for their communicative needs by providing
form-focused language teaching, classroom content relevant to their context, and opportunities for

meaningful communication.

What are obstacles to realizing contextually appropriate communicative language teaching in the
Japanese context?

Because CLT and Task Based Language Teaching (TBLT) are often used in the same sentence
when describing foreign language teaching reforms in Asian contexts (For example, see Butler,
2011; Littlewood, 2007), it is necessary to differentiate between the two. I will take the position of

Kumaravadivelu (2009) in interpreting task as curricular content rather than as a methodological
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construct. In other words, CLT supplies the theoretical bases for language teaching and learning, and
“task™ is a means to match curricular content to CLT principles.

The Ministry of Education, Culture, Sports, Science, and Technology (MEXT) first made
communicative competence a goal in the Course of Study for English education in junior and senior
high schools in 1989 in what was called a “landmark” policy move (Savignon, 2005). Since then,
various policy measures and reforms have been introduced in an attempt to make English education
in junior and senior high schools more communicative. Although an abundance of resources related
to CLT are available (An example of some of these are Ano & Ota, 2011; Erisugawa, 2012; Fujii,
Ashton, & Honda, 2008; Higuchi, Namimatsu, & Izumi, 2012; Honda, 2011; Izumi, 2009;
Matsumura, 2012; Sato, 2012; Tajiri, 2009; Takashima, 2011), it is generally accepted that little has
changed. This phenomenon is not unique to Japan (Nunan, 2003), and Butler (2011) gives the
following reasons for why CLT and TBLT have not been adopted by educators in many Asian Pacific
countries: (a) conceptual constraints (misconceptions regarding CLT/TBLT); (b) classroom-level
constraints (various student and teacher-related factors, classroom management practices, and
resource availability); and (c) societal-institutional level constraints (curricula and examination
systems).

What can be concluded from this is that student-teachers need to learn how to address both form
and meaningful communication in their classes. However, in a study of teacher-trainee’s TBLT
lessons, I found that when student-teachers tend to focus on learner communication and did not
consider how to link the tasks to language learning or communicative strategies (Hall, Sato, Koga, &
Konno, 2011). In this case, the demand of conducting a class primarily in English and keeping the
learners focused on the task occupied the complete attention of the student-teachers. The beginning
stage of teaching has been described as the “survival and discovery stage” (Huberman, 1992) in
which novice teachers’ priorities are in completing and controlling individual classes rather than
enhancing their students’ learning. Therefore, student-teachers will likely need support in linking
communicative lessons with form-focused lessons.

Classroom-level constraints can incorporate both student and teacher factors. For example, much
of the teacher cognition literature has found that novice teachers tend to teach in the way they were
taught (M. Borg, 2004; S. Borg, 2006; Kagan, 1992; Lortie, 1975; J. C. Richards & Pennington,
1998). This means that even if teacher-education programs emphasize so-called communicative
approaches, novice-teachers are unlikely to use them at their schools. Furthermore, CLT based
classes require that teachers use the L2 themselves. Interacting in English with the learners while
proceeding with the class requires a high level of English proficiency which, in the author’s
experience, many student-teachers have not attained. Additionally, if learners themselves are
unaccustomed to communicative activities or do not have the prerequisite skills for group work (J. C.

Richards, 1987), most communicative approaches are likely to fail without some kind of special
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intervention by the teacher. According to Richards (1987), the prerequisite skills for group work
include: Participative Competence - The ability to respond appropriately to class demands and to the
procedural rules for accomplishing them; Interactional Competence - Interacting appropriately with
peers and adults while accomplishing class tasks; and Academic Competence - The ability to acquire

new skills, assimilate new information, and construct new concepts..

Helping student-teachers develop a contextually appropriate approach to CLT

From the above, incorporating a contextually appropriate approach to CLT requires that teachers
understand their context, are able to focus on both form and meaningful communication, have a high
level of English proficiency, and are flexible enough to make any necessary adjustments to their
lessons (For a significantly more detailed list of skills which are necessary to carry out CLT, see
Takaki, 2012). In other words, teachers need problem-solving skills (Kagan, 1992) because what
counts as good practice is largely seen to be contextually determined rather than universal (Edwards,
Gilroy, & Hartley, 2002). In an EFL environment such as the author’s, teacher educators will have to
help student-teachers develop such an approach for schools where learners have limited English
proficiency, and where the student-teachers themselves do not have the necessary proficiency to use
English in class without significant effort. To do so, I have taken a socio-cultural approach to
encouraging student-teachers’ development. According to Golombek and Johnson (2011), the
sociocultural approach stipulates that “cognitive development is understood as an interactive process,
mediated by culture, context, language, and social interaction” (p.2). In other words, knowledge
about teaching is not something that student-teachers are taught, but that they acquire through
practical experience, classroom work, and interacting with peers, supervisors, and learners.

In a sociocultural approach to teacher education, practical experience is essential. However,
contextually appropriate CLT arguably requires something that student-teachers do not have:
experience. Therefore, | have tried to take a Zone of Proximal Development (ZPD)-inspired
approach in supporting student-teachers. That is, I have used my knowledge of context to inform
student-teachers about the feasibility of their teaching plans. The ZPD refers to the “difference
between what a person can achieve when acting alone and what the same person can accomplish
when acting with support from someone else and/or cultural artifacts” (Bailey, 2006, p. 41). The key
to giving student-teachers support from a ZPD perspective is envisioning what they can accomplish

with help.

Statement of purpose and research question

One prerequisite for helping student-teachers learn to teach contextually appropriate CLT is to
have an image of what contextually CLT actually is when practiced by student-teachers. A key
element of CLT is authentic and meaningful communication (J. C. Richards & Rodgers, 2001), but
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defining what constitutes authentic and meaningful communication in the classroom can be

problematic (Seedhouse, 2004). In this paper, I will analyze classroom discourse between pre-service

teachers and students in a teaching internship which I supervised. In the internship, two groups of

Japanese student-teachers taught at two secondary schools in Bangkok, Thailand. Through analyzing

the classroom discourse I hope to answer the following questions:

1. What was the nature of the interaction between the pre-service teachers and students?

2. How did the nature of the pre-service teachers’ supervisor support impact the nature of the
student-teachers’ interaction?

3. What implications does this have for preparing student-teachers to conduct contextually

appropriate CLT?

Background

The Puean Program

The Puean Program, or “Friendship Program,” is offered by the English Education Department at
the author’s university. In this program, student-teachers teach about aspects of Japanese culture in
English at secondary schools in Thailand for a period of two weeks. Before the internship the
student-teachers prepare two different lessons and then teach the same lessons repeatedly to different
classes and grade levels of students. We have generally found that as student-teachers master the
procedures of carrying out the activities by doing the same class repeatedly, they are able to devote
more of their attention to support student learning by giving individual guidance or appropriately
modifying their activities (Hall, 2010). The program goals are for the Japanese teachers and Thai
students to learn about each other’s cultures while interacting in English. The teacher development
goals are for the student-teachers to conduct a class in which they can focus on content, form, and
student learning. These are prerequisites for teaching contextually appropriate CLT which
encompasses meaningful content, a focus on form, and meaningful interaction between learners and

learners and teachers.

The participating schools

Significant reforms were enacted on school education in Thailand with the 1999 National
Education Act. In the National Education Act, English education was made compulsory and was
designed to be student-centered and focused on the “Four Cs” (Draper, 2012) which stand for: 1.
Communication skills; 2. Connection of English with other subjects; 3. Community — use English in
and outside of school; 4. Culture- understand the culture of other countries. However, studies
indicate these reforms have yet to impact English education in Thailand as hoped (Adamson, 2005;

Baker, 2008; Draper, 2012; Prapaisit de Segovia & Hardison, 2008). According to Adamson (2005),
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one such reason could be the mismatch between the authority held by the teacher in the Thai
classroom and the increased authority given to students in learner-centered teaching.

The WN School and the SA School, a coeducational and all-girls school respectively, were the
participating schools in the Puean Program. Both schools were from grades 7 to 12 and situated in
Bangkok. Each school had 10 homerooms per grade with class sizes ranging from 40 to 50 students.
The student body for each school was over 2400 students. The WN School offered Chinese, English,
and Japanese as foreign languages while the SA School offered Chinese, English, French, German,
and Japanese as foreign languages. At both schools, students could elect to major in a foreign
language which would entitle them to have more intensive lessons in that subject with, in the case of
English, native speaking (NS) teachers. Therefore, at both schools, there was a gap between students
majoring and not majoring in English. Each school had approximately 17 teachers of English and
three to four NS teachers. NS teachers typically taught separately from their Thai counterparts.
Unlike Japan, there was no team teaching. Through observing classes of NS and Thai teachers as
well as interviewing teachers and students, it was evident that both schools had issues in teaching
lessons with a balance of communicative and form-focused instruction. For example, in the NS
teacher English classes which had more speaking activities as well as group work and pair work,
disruptive student behavior could make it difficult for much learning to be accomplished in the class.
On the other hand, students in the Thai teachers classes in general tended to be more under control
but there was much less communication in English.

On January 1, 2015, Thailand will join the ASEAN Economic Community (AEC) which will
facilitate freer movements of goods, services, investment, and skilled labor among the 10 members
states of ASEAN (Brunei, Cambodia, Indonesia, Laos, Malaysia, Myanmar, Philippines, Singapore,
Thailand, Vietnam). According to a Bangkok Nation Newspaper article (Chongkittavorn, 2012), the
Ministry of Education has turned Thailand’s joining of the AEC into the “Let’s Learn English”
campaign. In my conversations with teachers at both schools, they cited the AEC as a reason for
students at their schools to become more proficient users of English. English, they say, will help
them communicate with other ASEAN countries as well as enable Thailand to stay competitive in
the global economy. Overall, it can be said that both schools felt the need to help students develop a
high English proficiency but were having some issues balancing communicative and form-focused

instruction.

The participating student- teachers

There were a total of five student-teachers who belonged to the English Department at the
author’s education university. Three student teachers taught at the WN School and two at the SA
School. Of the WN School teachers, two were third year female students in the elementary school

course and one was a fourth year male student in the junior high school course who wished to
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become a high school English teacher. Both of the SA School teachers were in their third year and in
the elementary school course. All five teachers had completed their four week teaching practice but
only one, the WN School male teacher, had taught English for their practicum. All the teachers had
taken at least four English teaching methodology classes and were selected for the internship

because of their high achievement.

Preparing student-teachers for the practicum

The classes in this study were conducted at the WN School and the SA School between January 5
and 7, 2012. Because many of the students and teachers at these schools were affected by the
catastrophic flooding of Bangkok and northern Thailand in October and November of 2011, the
internship program was reduced from two weeks to four days. When supervising a previous
internship at the WN School, I had found that if the teachers did not catch and maintain the interest
of the WN students immediately, classroom decorum would irreparably breakdown. Some of the
characteristics of classes that fell into chaos were 1) It was not clear to students what they should do,
2) The content or activities were not appealing to the students, and 3) Group work of 4 or more
learners was introduced. At the SA school, on the other hand, students tended to make an effort to

follow the class even when there were some flaws with the lesson.

Table 1: Guidelines for teaching at the WN school (Hall, 2012, pp. 5-6)

1. Level: The WN students are similar to Japanese students. Anything in English that Japanese
students would not understand will also not be understood by the WN students. Therefore, do
not give them a type of task that most Japanese secondary school students could not perform.
When thinking of the degree of difficulty, activities should not be too easy, because then they
will be boring; but they should also not be too difficult, because some students might give up.

2. Helping students understand: Create as many visual aids as possible and practice using
gestures to help students understand the content. Also, beforehand you should plan the
blackboard layout.

3. Interest: Conceive of a way to introduce the content that will whet the appetite of the students.

4. Keeping students occupied: Keep the students busy through individual or pair work throughout
the entire class. If students have nothing to do, they will become distracted.

5. Managing student learning: Avoid group work unless you are used to teaching at the school or
you are teaching a class of very advanced students.

6. Language focus: Practice or review the language that is necessary for understanding the

content, it will help students process the content more deeply.

The lesson topic at both schools was the same. Student-teachers taught about North-eastern

Japan’s history with tsunamis. However, because teaching at the WN school was more challenging, I
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gave the WN student-teachers guidelines to follow and made sure that they followed the guidelines
when planning their classes. Several times, I rejected the student-teachers’ ideas and offered my own
suggestions. For example, originally the WN teachers planned to read a long story about the tsunami
and then ask students how they felt. I rejected this, helped them reduce the total text of the story to
less than 10 percent of its original size and gave them ideas for pre, while, and post storytelling
activities which featured listening for facts, picture ordering, cloze, and short free writing exercises.
Both the WN and SA School teachers used the same condensed story for their classes. However,
while the class at the WN School reflected my mandate to keep the students busy, focused, and quiet,
the more manageable class at the SA School featured freer activity in the task and post-task phase.

Table 2 shows an outline of each class. Classes were divided into pre-task, task, and post-task stages

in accordance with the TBLT way for organizing classroom activity (Willis & Willis, 2007)

Table 2: Comparison of the tsunami class at the WN and SA schools

WN School SA School
Content goals | Learn about the history of tsunamis in Iwate through a case study of Taro village.
Ice breaking Japan quiz
Pre-task Learn  background information | Learn background information about the
about the tsunami of 2011. Students | tsunami of 2011. Students listen to a
listen to a description while seeing | description while seeing pictures. Then
pictures, and write the information | they walk to the front of the class to
on their worksheets. observe the pictures.
Task Listen to Yoshi Tabata’s (2011) | Story completion task. Students hear half of
account of the tsunami that came to | Yoshi Tabata’s (2011) account. After that,
Taro in 1933. While listening to the | using pictures, they have to reconstruct the
story, students order the pictures on | second half of the story.
their worksheets.
Post-task Students have a copy of the story | Students present the story and then hear the
with blanks. They listen to the story | real story from the teachers.
one more time and fill in the
blanks. Lastly, students write and
present their response to “What will
you do if a tsunami comes?”’
Nature of | Individual and pair work: Students | Pair work: Students write a story
student listen, and answer questions by | collaboratively and then present it.
participation | writing. They say their answers
when called on. At the end, students
write and present free responses.
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Two weeks before leaving for Thailand, I met with the WN School teachers three times, helped
them design worksheets, and watched them give demonstration lessons each time. Therefore, I knew
the activities they would conduct in Thailand as well as what they would say when introducing these
activities. With the SA School teachers on the other hand, I met them only once in the previous two
weeks before departing to Thailand. Although I did know the type of tasks they would conduct, they
never demonstrated how they would conduct them to me. As mentioned earlier, the ZPD refers to the
difference between what a person can do when acting alone and what the same person can
accomplish when acting with support from someone else. Given my experience at the WN School, I
strongly believed I knew what would work and ultimately the student-teachers conducted activities
which we created collaboratively. How would the WN School teachers’ class compare to the SA

school teachers’ class who planned their lesson more independently?

Method

Each group of teachers taught a total of seven classes which were all recorded on video camera.
One representative class taught by each group was chosen for analysis. Each class was performed
after the student-teachers had done the lesson at least four times. At this stage, each group was more
competent using the classroom English necessary to conduct the lesson and they were also more
adept at adjusting the plan when necessary to finish the class on time. Because the classes were most
different in the task and post-task stage, it is the student and teacher interaction in these stages that

will be compared.

Method of analysis

Table 3: Richards’ (2003) framework for analyzing spoken data

1. Providing a general characterization: Who are the participants and what are their goals?

2. Identifying grossly apparent features: | What are the very obvious characteristics of the

interaction?
3. Focusing in on structural elements: How is the interaction structured?
4. Developing a description: An overall description of the nature of the interaction

Keith Richards’ (2003) framework for analyzing spoken data and Walsh’s (2011) Self Evaluation
of Teacher Talk (SETT) will be used to analyze the interaction patterns of the class. Similar
frameworks to Richards’ framework for analyzing spoken interaction are in ten Have (2007) and
Schiffren (1994), but Richards’ framework was chosen because of its simplicity and it did not rely on
a particular discipline such as conversation analysis which requires very detailed transcription. The

aim of using this framework is to elucidate the nature of student and teacher interaction by moving
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from a general to detailed analysis.

SETT will be used to characterize the “grossly apparent features of the interaction” in step 2 of
Richards’ framework. SETT was designed by Walsh after analyzing a corpus of over 100,000 words
of ESL classroom discourse in England. In the framework he identifies four modes of discourse.
Each mode represents a micro-context created by the interaction between teachers and students. The
interaction in each mode also reflects the pedagogical goal of the instructor. Although the framework
was designed in a context different from Japan, it is my belief that it can be used to indicate which
general areas of ‘teacher talk’ student-teachers can successfully employ. The figure below shows the
pedagogical goals and interactional features of each mode. Lastly, the student-teachers’ internship
diaries were referenced to provide insights into the pedagogical decisions they made and any student
writing done in the classes was collected to determine the extent to which students could follow the

lesson (When student work was collected, it was copied and then returned to them).

Table 4: Four modes of discourse in the SETT framework

Mode Pedagogical Goals Interactional Features
1. Classroom The pedagogic goal is to make a |* Extended learner turns, short teacher
context communicative environment, teacher | turns, minimal repair, content feedback

tries to generate discussion

2. Managerial The pedagogic goal is to organize ¢ Extended  teacher  turns  with
student learning explanations and instructions.

e Confirmation checks

3. Materials Pedagogic and language goals center |+ Initiation Response Feedback (IRF),

on the material being used. Display questions, corrective feedback

4. Skills and The pedagogic goal is to get students |* Direct repair, form-focused feedback,

systems to produce accurate language or to | scaffolding learner’s contributions,
practice a certain skill. display questions

Analysis of the WN and SA Classes

Step 1: A general characterization of the two classes

The WN class had a team of three student-teachers. Their goal, according to one of the teacher’s
diaries, was to “tell Thai students how dangerous tsunami was and the way to protect our lives from
the tsunami (S’s diary, 2012/1/18).” The students’ role was to listen to information about The Great
Tohoku, Japan Earthquake and Tsunami as well as Yoshi Tabata’s tsunami story, and write the
information in a worksheet. Sometimes, students were asked to answer questions. The SA class

teachers had a similar goal which was to teach students about the danger of tsunamis. However, the
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students’ role was not just to listen and learn the information. Rather, after hearing general
information about the 2011 tsunami and hearing the beginning of Yoshi Tabata’s tsunami story, they
were to reorder five pictures from the picture book and make their own story before hearing the real

one. Therefore, students were not just listeners but also active storytellers.

Step 2: Identifying grossly apparent features

Table 5: Comparison of Student and Teacher Interaction at Each School
Discourse Mode WN Class: Time (%) SA Class: Time (%)
Classroom Context 00:00 (0%) 06:21 (29%)
Managerial 13:54 (30%) 03:04 (14%)
Materials 29:54 (64%) 12:32 (57%)
Skills 02:55 (7%) 00:00 (0%)

Here, Walsh’s SETT framework was used. Table 5 shows that the dominant discourse mode in
each class was Materials. This indicates that most teacher talk was devoted to explaining about the
tsunami, telling the tsunami story, and asking students questions about it. However, because the WN
class had more short activities than the SA class, more time was devoted to Managerial talk or
explaining new activities or giving students’ directions. The SA class had an element of discussion
between students and teachers when the students presented their tsunami stories to the class. This
interaction was classified as Classroom Context. The WN class, on the other hand, had no such
interaction. However, when teachers and students did a cloze exercise for the last activity, the
confirmation of vocabulary was classified as Skills, because the Japanese teachers were confirming
the spelling of the words and thus arguably focusing on form. Overall, it can be concluded that in the
WN class, teacher/student interaction constituted teacher-fronted talk focusing on the material,
learner management, or skills. In the SA class, the majority of teacher/student interaction was
teacher fronted talk. However, approximately 29 percent of the interaction featured extended learner

turns and short teacher turns.

Step 3: Focusing in on structural elements:

In this section, I will analyze the structure of interaction in the Classroom Context mode for the
SA class and the structure of interaction in the Materials mode for the SA class. Because only the SA
class had Classroom Context interaction, analyzing these scenes can elucidate the fundamental
differences in the WN and SA classes as well as which discourse modes student-teachers are likely
to find manageable and challenging. The transcripts for each interaction are in Appendixes 2 and 3.
The transcription conventions are in Appendix 1 (The appendixes in the electronic version of the

paper are hyperlinked. To view the transcript being described, the reader should click on the
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appropriate appendix link.).

Appendix 2 shows that the SA students’ task was to order 5 pictures from the Tsunami story by
Tabata (2011) after hearing the beginning of the story. In lines 1 — 4, the activity is introduced. In
lines 6 — 9, the teachers nominate a student, S1, to present. Lines 9 — 17 describe in detail the action
of S1 after being nominated. S1 goes to the front of the class with a partner, S2, whose job is to hold
the picture while Sl tells the story. Altogether, it takes S1 two minutes and thirty seconds to begin
telling the story. First, S1 shows apparent surprise at being selected. Second, S1 takes some time to
consult with S2 about how to tell the story. The discourse in this scene is classified as managerial
because the teachers are introducing and getting students started on a new activity.

In lines 18-47, S1 tells the story but receives considerable help from S3. In fact, lines 24 and 25
show that S1 likely used S3’s utterance “They talk about the tsunami” to say “Talk about the
problem of a tsunami.” In lines 30 — 36, S1 and S3 collaborate to describe Picture C, but are unable
to produce an intelligible description. In lines 37 to 45, S3 takes over and describes pictures E and D.
The meaning of the description for picture D in lines 43 — 45 is not entirely clear. This interaction
was classified as Classroom Context because it featured extended student turns with no teacher
involvement. The total time elapsed from when S1 was called to when she finished the presentation
was five minutes and thirty seconds.

In lines 47 — 53, T1 chooses another student to present. This time S4 is nominated by the class
and it takes 52 seconds for her to begin telling the story from when she was called. In lines 54 — 87,
S4 is able to tell the story while interacting with her classmates. The transcript shows constant
laughter among the students. In lines 74 — 75, when S4 confuses the genders of the story characters,
her classmates give her immediate feedback. Altogether, S4’s story was approximately 2 minutes.
This interaction was also classified as Classroom Context because the interaction featured extended
learner turns and minimal teacher intervention. In both S1 and S4’s story, there were opportunities
for the teachers to provide expressions to students to tell the story. For example, in lines 43 — 46, S1
and S3 likely wanted to say “everything was swept away by the tsunami.” T1 and T2, however, did
not provide any language to help the students. In lines 88 — 95 the teachers give the main message of
the story: Yocchan’s grandfather told her about the tsunami and this ended up saving her life as she
knew to run away when she heard the tsunami warnings. Therefore, it is important to understand the
dangers of tsunami and tell others the dangers because this could save their lives. It is impossible to
know the extent to which the students understood this because there was no written feedback or
work collected by the student-teachers.

Appendix 3 shows the interaction patterns in the WN class. In lines 1 — 11, T1 introduces the
activity and explains to students what they should do. This is classified as managerial. In lines 12 —
19, the teachers act out a scene of the story. The students have to guess which picture the scene is

depicting. This is the material mode. In lines 20 — 22, the teacher reminds students to guess which
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picture the scene is depicting. Scene 2 shows the next stage of the lesson, a cloze exercise based on
the story the teachers portrayed. In lines 23 — 30, T1 explains the activity. This is classified as
Managerial. Next, in lines 31 — 36, the teachers reread the part of the story they acted out in Scene 1.
This is classified as Material. In lines 41-43, the discourse mode changes to Managerial because the
teachers are transitioning to another phase, confirming the answers. Lines 44 — 52 is classified as
Skills because the teachers were focusing on teaching vocabulary and spelling (This, however, might
not be apparent from the transcript). In Scene 3, the teachers end the class by giving the main
message which was similar to that of the SA class. They also ask the students to answer the question,
“What will you do if a tsunami might come?” Thirty-five students wrote answers to this question and
turned them into the teachers. In all the answers the students wrote that they would immediately

evacuate the area which could be an indication that they understood the message of the class.

Step 4: Developing a description

In the SA class, the teachers let the students control the interaction. The SA class featured active
involvement by the students and a lot of laughter. Students also scaffolded each other’s language
production and provided feedback. However, students could also be hesitant to speak or
overwhelmed by the difficulty of the task. As a result, class time was used inefficiently as the first
student presentation took more than five minutes. Also, when the students controlled classroom
discourse, the teachers were not able to use learners’ struggling to produce utterances as an
opportunity to teach useful phrases or structures. Lastly, it is not clear whether the students
understood the main message of the class. This interaction is an example of the excitement that can
ensue from Classroom Context-like interaction, but also the difficulty teachers might have in
managing it.

In the WN class, the Managerial mode was used frequently to explain to students what they
should be doing, confirm to student what they should have done, or introduce a new activity or
exercise. The pace of the class was fast as the class was constantly moving from one phase to
another. However, students were also constantly being reminded what they should do, so they could
follow the plan. By having students complete worksheets and also write a reflection at the ending of
the lesson, the teachers were able to confirm that students understood the main message. Students
only spoke when answering the teachers’ questions, and there was no student-initiated interaction
nor was there student to student interaction in the L2. The WN class did not have the laughter that
the SA class had but it was clear that the majority of students could complete the tasks and react to

the content.
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Discussion and Conclusion

1. What was the nature of the interaction between the pre-service teachers and students?

At the beginning of the paper, I argued that contextually appropriate CLT will incorporate
meaningful communication and form. The WN class and SA class give different examples of
meaningful communication. In the WN class, the strategy of conducting a series of “listen and do
tasks” introduced by concise and rehearsed Managerial talk appeared to be relatively successful in
keeping the students occupied and on-task. Although the majority of teacher questions were display
questions whose communicative values have been questioned (Nunan, 1987), the students showed
that they grasped the content of the story and were able to react to the content. Seedhouse (2004)
argues that classroom discourse is its own unique genre of interaction and we should not be too
quick to judge display questions as being non-communicative.

In the SA class, on the other hand, the teachers were able to facilitate learner-initiated output and
collaborative learner output. These examples show that meaningful communication can be either

controlled or freer and that the appropriate style will depend on the context.

2. How did the nature of the pre-service teachers’ supervisor support impact the nature of the
student-teachers’ interaction?

In this case, supervisor intervention impacted the degree to which student-teacher interaction was
controlled. The advantage of controlled interaction was that the student-teachers were able to
conduct the class at a brisk pace and they were rarely at a loss on what to say. The SA teachers, on
the other hand, tried more challenging activities as they were free from the supervisor’s intervention.
The teachers, however, were not able to react as the circumstances required to facilitate learners’

output and take advantage of language learning opportunities.

3. What implications does this have for preparing student-teachers to conduct contextually
appropriate CLT?

The WN class shows that through collaboration with their supervisor, the student-teachers were
able to conduct a interactively smooth class with Managerial and Material dominated interaction.
The SA class, on the other hand, featured freer communication which, from the student laughter
shown on the transcripts, everyone appeared to enjoy. The teachers, however, were unable to
capitalize on language learning opportunities or offer support to the presenters. One can make the
conclusion that in the environment for this study, a contextually appropriate approach to CLT will
feature teacher-fronted activity with some opportunity for freer L2 interaction between learners
themselves and learners and teachers. Teachers, though, must be able to provide the necessary

linguistic support for learners to do this. Furthermore, teachers need to learn to find the language
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learning opportunities that emerge in their classes.

The appropriate type of student-teacher discourse in a contextually appropriate CLT class will
differ with higher or lower proficiency students in the same environment. Showing future pre-service
teachers the different types of interaction presented in this paper can inform them of the options that
are available to them and give them clues as to how conduct activities with controlled or freer

interaction.

Shortcomings of this study and future directions

This study has attempted to elucidate the nature of classroom discourse in a contextually
appropriate CLT approach to teaching. The primary shortcoming of this study is that the
student-teacher’s perceptions of their experience were not addressed. For example, changes that
might have occurred in the teachers’ perceptions of CLT, how teachers perceived the classroom
constraints at the schools, and how teachers adjusted their teaching are not discussed. In my action
research of future practica these are the questions which I plan to address.

Having finished this paper, I have realized another significant shortcoming about the practicum
itself. That is, I told the teachers HOW to teach but perhaps did not explain enough about WHY they
should teach that way. In the future, the Puean Program will need to help participants develop a more
realistic view of CLT (conceptual understanding), recognize classroom constraints (what students are
capable of, and what teachers are capable of) and an understanding of the system (the school
curriculum, education in Thailand). It is my hope the Puean Program participants can then use these
as criteria for analyzing why their classes were successful or unsuccessful, and make the adjustments

themselves.
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Appendix 1: Transcription conventions from Walsh (2011)

(Click here to return to the main text)

T1 - Teacher (Identified)
S — Student (not identified)
S1 — Student (Identified)

/ok/ — Overlapping or simultaneous utterances by students
[Are you ok?]
[Teacher, ] — Overlap between teacher and student

= — One turn follows another without pause
(3) — Silence given in seconds
(( )) — Unintelligible speech

T organizes group — Transcriber’s comments (in bold type)
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Appendix 2: Student storytelling in the SA class

(Click here to return to the description of the transcript in the main text)

Description: The SA students were making a story by organizing the below pictures from Tabata

(2011)
Picture A Picture B Picture C
Picture D Picture E
1 T2: It’s your turn. Please make a story after ((unintelligible))
2 T2: You have a picture card, so, make a, the correct order and please make your
3 own story about tsunami. OK? OK. After that, please tell us about your story in
4  English. I’ll give you three minutes. Start.
5 The students begin to work on ordering the cards. Five minutes elapse.
6 T2: OK everyone, one minutes. Students continue to work for 1 minute.
7 T2: Five, four, three, two, one, zero.
8  T2: Time is up. Now, please tell us your own story. Your good guess.
Managerial [ 9  T2: Please tell us your story. You?! T2 points to a student, S1. The student
10 refuses. Her friends persuade her to tell the story and S2 goes to the board
11 with her. After they arrive to the front, S1 and S2 seem to debate about who
12 will speak.
13 S1 holds up Picture A while S2 holds the microphone. S1 appears to be
14 discussing with S2 and other students in the front row about what the picture
15 depicts. T2 also tries to give S1 help. In total, two minutes and thirty seconds
16 have elapsed from when S1 was nominated to present to when she began to
17 speak.
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Classroom

Context

Managerial

18
19
20
21
22
23
24
25
26
27
28
29
30
31
32
33
34
35
36
37
38
39
40
41
42
43
44
45
46

—47
48
49
50
51
52

S1: Holds up Picture A. Everybody is so happy... vi=

SS: =village

S1: /village/

SS: /((Various students call out advice to S1))/

S1: Every one, uh, has, have, have stay our home. T2 and some students clap.
Now S1 holds Picture B. S3 and S1 consult for 28 seconds.

S3: They talk about the tsunami. S1 and S3 consult for 12 seconds.

S1 Talk about the problem of the tsunami. S1 changes to Picture C. All SS are
yelling at S1 in Thai about what she should say. This exchange happens for 23
seconds.

S1: Shows Picture B again. They’re talking about the tsunami. SS react with a
surprised tone that S1 is talking about Picture B.

S1: S1 shows Picture C. And they know. And=

S3: =Announcement! Announce.

S1: Announcement..

S3: About tsunami. /((Unintelligible))/

S1: /That every/=

S3: =yes

S1: Every ((unintelligible)) S1 gives up and puts down Picture C.

S1: Holding up Picture E. They’re ((unintelligible)) S1 interacts with the class
in Thai. It appears that they are discussing what is in the picture. S1 listens to
them and looks at the picture a few times. T2 says something to S1.

S3: They run ((unintelligible)) to save their life.

SS react and so does T2. S1 now holds Picture D and S3 holds the
microphone.

S3: After tsunami came to that village. And that’s why. /every thing/

S1: /every thing/

S3: that it pass, it pass.

SS laugh and some clap.

T1: OK, I want to know one more group’s story. One more, one more pair...
Please? Please tell.. S4 indicates that she will do it.

SS: Yeah! Students clap and cheer.

T1: Points to S4 OK.

S4 and S5 come to the front of the class.

T1: Please put in order. T2 means to put the pictures on the board in order.
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Classroom

Context

53
54
55
56
57
58
59
60
61
62
63
64
65
66
67
68
69
70
71
72
73
74
75
76
77
78
79
80
81
82
83
84
85
86

87

T1:0K. (3) First picture. 52 seconds have elapsed from line 47.

S4: S5 is holding up Picture A. OK, first, I tell, uh, before, have
((unintelligible))

S: happy!

S4: Happy. And in our, I’'m sorry, in our village, uh, is a beautiful
((unintelligible))

S4: ((unintelligible)). Change, change S6 changes to Picture B.

S4: OK, second, uh. In her family /((unintelligible)) ok?/

SS: /((laughter))/

S4: Oh, grandpa ((unintelligible)) village

S4: /((unintelligible))/

S4: /((laughter))/ Students are continuously laughing while S5 speaks.

S4: S5 holds up picture C. Announcement. ((unintelligible)) about tsunami.
((unintelligible)) tsunami come, uh, will come. Ok.

S4: S6 holds up Picture D. Uh, a tsunami comes, um, and no anything is dirty.
(1) And.. OK.

SS: ((laughter))

S4: S5 holds up picture E. This person Points to the picture. dead.

SS: ((laughter))

S4: And, this person Points to the picture

SS: ((laughter))

S4: Sad. Because he, ((unintelligible, perhaps saying something in Thai)) he,
heeeee, sad about, /her wife, his wife. His husband./

SS: / No, no, no!/ The students are indicating to S5 that she is
confusing the genders

S4: ((unintelligible)) Oh, husband die. OK.

S4: S5 holds up picture 3. OK, finally. Uh, they sad. And. S5 looks at the
picture. And. Praying. ((S4 asks questions to the other students in Thai)).
Praying. And he pray. This, ((S4 says something in Thai)).

SS: ((laughter))

S4: And  ((unintelligible)) cry. OK, thank you.

T1: Thank you.

SS and Ts clap.

T2: Thank you, ((unintelligible)) good guess. Well done everyone. Thank you

SS and Ts clap again
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Material

88
&9
90
91
92
93
94
95

T2: Yeah, there is a.. Taro was a beautiful village and Yocchan’s grandfather
always talked to her about the tsunami so she can say, ok?

T1: OK, now, uh, today, we told about tsunami so please tell about the tsunami to
family or friend. It is important to tell about natural disaster. I hope no one killed
by natural disaster. So please tell about tsunami many people. And we will talk
about flood Thailand in Japan. We will tell many, many people. So, thank you so
much.

T2 does the wai and SS clap.

51



Appendix 3: Interaction patterns of the WN class

(Click here to return to the description of the transcript in the main.)

Scene 1: Listen and order
Description: Students are listening to Tabata (2011) and then must order the pictures in their

worksheet. The work sheet used is below:

—_—

T1: Today, let’s read this story together. OK? OK. Before reading this story, please
look at your worksheet. Please look at your worksheet. (4) And please look at
order quiz, ok? There are six pictures in, on your worksheet and we set these
pictures at random, we set these pictures at random. So, we tell you the story.

Please listen carefully and please set these pictures in order like this. T2 writes

Managerial | — the letters of the pictures on the board to demonstrate how to write the order.

T1: Everybody, can you see? OK. Like this. (2) OK, do you understand?
SS: /Yes/=

O 0 9 N N B~ WD

T1:=Yes. So, now, we tell you the story, listen (1) carefully.

—
[w)

T2: OK, so I'm going to tell you the story, scene 1. So let’s think about which

—_—
—

picture is scene 1 picture, OK.

(
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Material

Managerial

—

12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19

20
21

22

T2: The year was 1933. Yocchan lived in the village of Taro. She lived with her
parents, grandparents, brothers, and sisters.

T3: Hi, I’m Yoshi. Please call me Yocchan.

T3: Ilove Taro village and my family. I’m so happy.

T2: Yocchan’s grandfather said. Always talked about the tsunami to Yocchan.

T1: He is Yocchan’s grandfather. Yocchan, Yocchan. When an earthquake
happens, run away because a tsunami might come soon after.

T3: Isee.

T2: OK, can you choose scene one’s pictures? So next, (2) I’ll tell you scene two.
OK. On the night of March 6, Yocchan felt a big earthquake.

T3: Oh no, it’s an earthquake. I have to run away.

Scene 2: Cloze Exercise

Description: Students listen to the scene one more time and fill in the blanks below.

-+ The year was 1933. Yocchan lived in the village of ( ). She lived
with her parents, grandparents, sister and brother.
- Hi, I'm Yoshi. Please call me Yocchan. I love Taro village and my family. I'm so
happy!
N --- Yocchan's grandfather always talked about the ( ) to Yocchan.
Gf -+ Yoechan, when an earthquake happens, run away. Because a tsunami ﬁght
come soon after,

Managerial

—

Material

—

23
24
25
26
27
28
29
30

(31
32
33
34
35
36

—

T1: So. Everybody look at me. Look at me please and listen carefully. OK. So
now, [ tell you the story again OK. Please turn your page over. Turn your
worksheet over. (8) Everyone OK? Turn your worksheet over. OK. OK.

T1: There are some blanks on your worksheet. Blanks. There are some blanks on
your sheet. So, eh, we tell the story again and please listen carefully and please fill
in the blanks. Please fill in the blanks. OK, do you understand?

SS: ((Students respond))

T1: OK, so let’s start.

T2: ((1)) listen carefully.

T2: Scene 1, the year was 1933, Yocchan lived in the village of Taro. Yocchan
lived on the village of Taro. (6) She lived with her parents, grandparents, sister,
and brother. (8)

T3: Hi I’m Yoshi. Please call me Yocchan. I love Taro village and my family. I'm

so happy.
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Material

Managerial

=

Skills

[t

—

37
38
39
40
41
)
8
[ 44
45
46
47
48
49
50
51

52

—

T2: Yocchan’s grandfather always talked about the tsunami. Always talked about
the tsunami with Yocchan.

T1: Yocchan, when an earthquake happens, run away because a tsunami might
come soon after. (4)

T2: OK can you fill in the blank=

T1: = can you fill in the blanks?

T1: OK, let’s check answers. OK

T1: First blanks, Yocchan lived in the village of

SS:/Taro/

T1: Yes, Taro. T1 writes the word Taro on the blackboard by the picture of the
scene.

T1: Taro.

T1: OK, let’s move to the next blank. Yocchan’s grandfather always taught about
the

SS: /tsunami/

T1: Yeah, tsunami. T1 writes tsunami on the whiteboard. Tsunami, ok.

Scene 3: Giving the main message of the class

Description: The teachers give the main message of the class and the students write a reflection.

Material

——

Managerial

——

—

53
54
55
56
57

—

58
59
60
61
62
63
64
65
66
67
68
69

~——

Today, did you understand how dangerous tsunami is? Do you understand?

SS: Yes.

T1: So, we cannot prevent from natural disasters like tsunami but we can run
away from tsunami. Yeah? I believe that what we teach you will help. help you
some day. Yes? OK.

Today’s class is over. That’s all. Thank you very much.

Students clap T1: Next, I have some questions to you. T1 writes What will you
do when a tsunami might come (46:56 —48:39)

T1: OK. What will you do when a tsunami might come?

T1: What will you do when a tsunami might come? Please write your answer on
your sheet. (2)

T1: Please write

S:((1)

T1: Yeah ((1)) paper. Please write your answer on your paper. In English. (5)
What will you do when a tsunami might come. (11) Short sentences is ok. You
don’t have to write long sentence. (3) Short sentence is ok. (7) Please write your

answer on your paper.
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Introduction

Although research has shown that teacher beliefs influence classroom practices (e.g.,
Borg, 2003), the relationship between teacher beliefs, classroom practices, and other factors in
socioeducational context have not been fully investigated. This study examines Japanese high
school teachers’ beliefs and practices regarding Communicative Language Teaching (CLT).

Since 1989, MEXT, The Japanese Ministry of Education, has revised national curriculum
guidelines twice to promote high school teachers' use of CLT. However, previous research
reveals that CLT has not been widely used (e.g., Nishino, 2011). Various factors may have
affected teachers' use of CLT. The purpose of this study is to investigate what factors
influence high school teachers’ CLT practices. The following research question was posited:
How does the combination of six factors (teacher beliefs about CLT, perceived teaching
efficacy, learning experiences, pre-service teacher training, in-service teacher training, and

contextual factors) influence Japanese high school teachers’ CLT classroom practices?

Conceptual Framework
Borg (2003) reviewed previous studies on teacher beliefs, knowledge, and practices and
summarized the findings using his conceptual framework (Figure 1). This framework consists
of five factors: Teacher Cognition (what teachers know, believe, and think), Schooling

(previous learning experiences), Professional Coursework (experiences in both pre- and
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in-service teacher training programs), Contextual Factors (socioeducational conditions), and
Classroom Practice (teaching experiences). The arrows show how these factors influence

each other.

Figure 1. Borg’s conceptual framework of teacher cognition.

Although Borg’s (2003) framework is not designed as a statistical model of foreign
language (FL) teacher cognition, it is comprehensive and insightful. I therefore hypothesized
a path model based on it. However, because I aimed to investigate FL teachers’ beliefs and
practices regarding CLT, I modified the model on the basis of interviews with Japanese high
school teachers, the knowledge that I gained in seven years of teaching in secondary schools
in Japan, and a pilot study (Nishino, 2008). In the study, I administered a questionnaire to 21
secondary school teachers in 2003 and found that contextual factors influence both teacher
cognition and practice.

In the model (Figure 2), I changed two of Borg’s terms: teacher cognition has been
changed to Teacher Beliefs about CLT, as this construct is focused on beliefs. Schooling has
been changed to Learning Experience, which refers to learning experience that teachers had in
secondary schools. In addition, professional coursework has been divided into two factors:
Pre-service Training (what teachers learned about CLT in pre-service training courses) and

In-service Training (what teachers learned about CLT after becoming a teacher).
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Figure 2. Teacher Belief Model 1 (Nishino, 2012, p. 382)

Another change in Borg’ s framework is the addition of Perceived Teaching Efficacy.
Teacher efficacy can be defined as a “teacher’s beliefs in his or her capability to organize
and execute courses of action required to successfully accomplish a specific teaching task in a
particular context” (Tschman-Moran, Hoy, & Hoy, 1998, p. 233). According to Smylie’s
(1988) path model, the strongest influence on “change in teacher practice” is personal
teaching efficacy. Likewise, teachers’ perceived efficacy might have a powerful influence on
their use of CLI, especially if the instructor is a non-native speaker of English. Thus,
Perceived Teaching Efficacy, which should be included in Teacher Cognition in Borg’ s model,
is treated as an independent variable that influences classroom practices in this model. |

named the model Teacher Belief Model 1.

Method
I used a multimethods approach in this study: a survey as the main instrument,
supplemented by qualitative data from interviews and observations.
Participants
The respondents to the questionnaire were 139 Japanese English teachers from randomly
selected high schools:' 82 from general high schools and 57 from vocational high schools.

This relatively high total number of participants should provide valuable insights into teacher

! I randomly selected five of the 48 prefectures in Japan. I listed all the high schools in each of

the five prefectures, numbered them, and chose 20 general and 20 vocational high schools from each
prefecture, using a table of random numbers. I sent 10 questionnaires to each high school in October, 2006.
Based on the average numbers of English teachers working in the high schools in the five prefectures,
approximately 1,090 teachers were expected to have received the questionnaire. The return rate was 13%.
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beliefs and practices.

For the interviews and observations, I selected four participants known to me personally.
The schools where they taught were a girls’ private general high school (Aki), a national
co-educational general high school (Jun), a girls’ public vocational high school (Koji), and a
co-educational public agricultural high school (Nao). Only Aki is a female teacher. The
participants' teaching experiences ranged from 24 to 27 years.

Procedures

I developed the Teacher Belief Questionnaire (TBQ) based on the previous research (e.g.,
Gorsuch, 2000). The questionnaire consisted of 74 close-ended questions in Japanese. These
were divided into seven sections: Part A: Beliefs about CLT; Part B: Perceived Teaching
Efficacy; Part C: Pre-service Training; Part D: In-service Training; Part E: Contextual Factors;
Part F: Classroom Practices; and Part G: Learning Experiences. I twice piloted the
questionnaire, revising it after each administration, and then sent it to randomly selected high
schools. After receiving 139 complete responses, I started the analysis.

The interviews and observations were conducted over an eight-month period. I observed
the participants teaching three 50-minute English classes each, during which I video-recorded
the entire lessons and took field notes. Based on both recordings and notes, I wrote up
observational accounts. After each observation, I conducted 40-60 minute semi-structured
interviews in Japanese and audio-taped and transcribed these. In the interview sessions, I
asked each participant about his or her learning experiences, professional history, beliefs

about language teaching, teaching context, and lesson procedures.”

Quantitative Analysis

As the first step in the quantitative analysis, I conducted a preliminary factor analysis of

2 I administered the TBQ questionnaire to the 4 participants, and their Rasch person ability

measures, the estimation of the 4 participants’ positions within the distribution of the whole population (i.e.,
Japanese high school teachers), were checked for 11 constructs in the Teacher Belief Model 2 (see
Quantitative Analysis). Their person ability measures ranged from—1.37 to 2.28 standard deviations from
the mean, within the criteria for outliers at |3.29| (Tabachnick & Fidell, 2001). Thus, they were considered
part of the same population from which the survey respondents were drawn. Their measures were then
excluded from the data so that they did not participate in the survey study also.
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the questionnaire data. These data were then analyzed using the Rasch rating-scale model to
confirm the validity and reliability of the questionnaire items and to convert the raw scores to
equal interval measures Eleven variables were identified through the preliminary analysis:
Positive CLT Beliefs, L2 Self-confidence, CLT Self-efficacy, Pre-service Teacher Training,
In-service Teacher Training, Exam-related Expectations, Influence of MEXT Policy,
Student-related Communicative Conditions, Teacher-related School Conditions, Classroom
Practices, and Learning Experiences (see Appendix). Final Teacher Belief Model 1 was then
modified to Teacher Beliefs Path Model 2 consisting of the 11 variables (see Figure 3). As the

second step, the hypothesized path model (Figure 3) was tested through a path analysis.

L2SC > CSE
PTT PCB 2 cp
ITT

scc EE IMP TsSC

Figure 3. Teacher Belief Model 2 (Nishino, 2012, p. 385)
PCB = Positive CLT Beliefs; 1L.2SC = L2 Self-confidence; CSE = CLT Self-efficacy; PTT =
Pre-service Teacher Training; ITT = In-service Teacher Training; EE = Exam-related

Expectations; IMP = Influence of MEXT Policy; SCC = Student-related Classroom
Conditions; TSC = Teacher-related School Conditions; CP = Classroom Practices; LE =
Learning Experiences.

Qualitative Analysis
In order to analyze the interview data, I repeatedly listened to the interviews and read the
transcripts. Then I conducted content analysis to identify experiences that seemed to have
influenced the participants’ use of CLT classroom practices.
When 1 analyzed the classroom observation data, I repeatedly read the observational
accounts and watched the videos, focusing on the teachers’ and students’ activities and

utterances, and I identified recurring patterns in each participant’s lesson. I then summarized
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the course of the lessons and described the classroom activities.

Quantitative Results

Results of the path analysis showed poor model fit, so modifications were made to the
model. The best-fitting path model was named the Final Teacher Belief Model (Figure 4).
Three variables (Learning Experiences, Pre-service Training, and Teacher-related School
Conditions) were deleted because they were not significant predictors of Classroom Practices
(p < .05, two-tailed). Maximum likelihood estimation was employed to estimate the Final
Teacher Belief Model. The results of the y* (= 14.744, df = 13, p = .324), GFI (.974), CFI
(.993), and RMSEA (.031) indicated good model fit. Both GFI and CFI were well above

the .90 criterion, and RMSEA was less than the critical value of .05 (Arbuckle, 2007).

ITT

EE

IMP

Figure 4. Path analysis results of the Final Teacher Belief Model (Nishino, 2012, p. 386)
Note. PCB = Positive CLT Beliefs; L2SC = L2 Self-confidence; CSE = CLT Self-efficacy; ITT
= In-service Teacher Training; EE = Exam-related Expectations; IMP = Influence of MEXT
Policy; SCC = Student-related Communicative Conditions; CP = Classroom Practices.

Direct and indirect effects are summarized in Table 1 (see also Figure 4). Four variables
had direct effects on Classroom Practices, combining to explain 37% of the variance in
Classroom Practices. Among them, Student-related Communicative Conditions had the
strongest effect, with a standardized regression weight (B) of .55. The other three direct effects

were weak, with standardized regression weights of .12 (CLT Self-efficacy), .16 (Influence of
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MEXT policy), and -.22 (Exam-related Expectations).

Table 1. Direct and Indirect Effects of the Seven Variables on Classroom Practices

Student-related  Exam-related Influence of LT In-service ) Positive
icati MEXT CLT

Communicative Expectations  p,; ey Efficacy Teacher Confidence ofs
Conditions Training

Direct

Effect (B) .55 -22 .16 A2 .00 .00 .00

Indirect

Effect (B) .04 .33 13 .00 .10 .05 .02

As regards indirect effects, six variables (Positive CLT Beliefs, L2 Self-confidence,
In-service Teacher Training, Exam-related Expectations, Influence of MEXT Policy, and
Student-related Communicative Conditions) had indirect effects on Classroom Practices.
Among the six variables, Exam-related Expectations had a weak positive effect (.33).
Interestingly, the same variable had a negative direct effect on Classroom Practices.

In sum, the Final Teacher Belief Model shows that Student-related Communicative
Conditions impacted Classroom Practices, Positive CLT Beliefs had a weak and indirect
influence on Classroom Practices via CLT Self-efficacy, and Exam-related Expectations had a

negative direct effect and a positive indirect effect on Classroom Practices.

Qualitative Findings

Results of the path analysis led me to ask the following questions: (a) how did
Student-related Communicative Conditions influence Classroom Practices; (b) why did
Positive CLT Beliefs have only a weak indirect impact on Classroom Practices; (c) did
Learning Experiences actually have little impact on Classroom Practices; and (d) how did
Exam-related Expectations affect Classroom Practices. In this paper, I focus on the influence
of Positive CLT Beliefs on Classroom Practices (b), and report the findings from my
interview and observation data.

First, the four participants believed that one of the goals of English education is to
develop students’ communicative competence. It should be noted, however, that the

participants believed that developing communicative competence was not the only
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educational goal worth pursuing. They all advocated their own individual goals in the
classroom. Aki and Jun, who taught in general high schools, mentioned that preparing
students for university entrance examinations was another important goal. At the same time,
under the constraints imposed by these examinations, Jun set an ideal goal for teaching
English. He mentioned that the goal of English education is peace education.

Koji and Nao also set ideal goals. Koji mentioned that he had three main goals for
teaching English at this point in his career: a) students will gain new knowledge using
English; b) they will develop their ability to think; and c¢) they will become gentle and
broad-minded through reading beautiful English poems. One of Nao’s goals in teaching
English was to make students connect to the world. Nao also said, “I want my students to be
independent through learning English.”

Thus the participants held various educational goals, some of which (e.g., to develop the
students' ability to think or to help them become independent) overlapped with those of school
education. The participants appeared to regard English as a part of the school curriculum that
should contribute to each student’s self-development as a whole person. In that sense, their
beliefs were situated in the school environment.

The second point to be noted is the participants' belief that non-communicative activities
also helped students acquire English in certain situations. According to my observations, the
participants occasionally provided communicative activities, yet their basic teaching
processes were based on traditional, teacher-fronted methods. The core of their courses
consisted of translation, reading aloud, and grammar instruction. This core is deeply rooted in
the traditional grammar-translation method. The participants’ practices thus appear to be
strongly historically located and not deeply influenced by CLT.

Aki reported that she provided Japanese translation when she thought it necessary,
although she had once believed that she should use only English in her classes. Nao stated
that the most effective way for his students to learn English was reading aloud. Similarly, Jun
believed that in order to enable students to make connection between meanings and forms, a

reading aloud task was effective. These positive beliefs about non-communicative activities
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did not conflict squarely with the teachers' CLT-oriented beliefs because they expected that
the activities will facilitate communication.

To summarize, it is likely that multiple beliefs about the educational goals of English
courses and different beliefs about teaching methodologies co-existed and interplayed in the
participants’ belief systems. Their classroom practices thus reflected their beliefs, and they
occasionally provided communicative activities in the grammar-translation instruction. That
might be one of the reasons why Positive CLT Belief alone had an only weak effect on

Classroom Practices in the final Teacher Belief Path Model.

Implications and Conclusion

This study investigates how teacher beliefs, perceived teaching efficacy, learning
experiences, pre- and in-service training, and contextual factors influence Japanese high
school teachers’ CLT practices. The Final Teacher Belief Path Model revealed that students’
conditions and entrance examinations had relatively strong impacts on classroom practices,
and that teacher belief has weak indirect effect. The interview and observation study showed
that teachers’ beliefs are complex and situated in their school environment, and that their
classroom practices are rooted in their particular local and historical contexts. This might be
one of the reasons why teacher beliefs cannot be a strong predictor of classroom practices in
the Final Teacher Belief Path Model.

This study suggests a number of pedagogical implications. First, if CLT needs to be
implemented in Japanese high schools, MEXT should understand the high school teachers’
teaching context because their practices are situated in their schools and classrooms. Second,
MEXT should not require teachers to completely change their practice because they have
reasons to use non-communicative activities. Third, and most importantly, the Niji
examination system (i.e., second round of examinations provided by universities some weeks
after the Center Test, which was administered throughout the country by the independent
national Center for University Entrance Examinations) should be reconsidered and revised

because examination influences students’ communicative condition, which is the strongest
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predictor of CLT practices.

In future research, the Final Teacher Belief Path Model should be tested with a new
sample because the hypothesized path model was modified based on the results of model-fit
measures. In addition, because the path model could not detect reciprocal relationships among
the variables, future studies should perform Structural Equation Modeling with a larger
sample size. Moreover, future research should address domains of teaching other than CLT
and investigate a wider variety of factors that potentially influence teaching practices so that it

can contribute to teacher education through further understanding of teacher cognition.
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Appendix

Table 2. The Eleven Variables Identified from the Teacher Belief Questionnaire (TBQ)

Name Questionnaire items loading on each variable
Positive CLT - It is important to develop students’ ability to communicate in real world situations.
Beliefs - Classroom activities should engage students in meaningful communication.
(Part A) - Developing students’ fluency is as important as developing their accuracy.

- Group/pair work plays an important role in helping students acquire English.

- Students’ motivation to use English will increase through communicative activities.
L2 Self- In order to be a high school English teacher, I have adequate,
confidence - English listening ability.
(Part B) - English speaking ability.

- English reading ability.

- English writing ability.

- Knowledge of grammar.

- Knowledge of the cultures of English-speaking people.
CLT Self-efficacy - I manage the classroom adequately when students are doing group/pair work.
(Part B) - I provide activities in which my students can enjoy communicating in English.

- I adequately facilitate my students’ English communicative activities.

- I feel uneasy if the class is not teacher-fronted.

In-service Teacher
Training
(Part D)

Workshops/seminars of teacher education courses I attended after becoming a teacher,
- Promoted CLT.

- Deepened my knowledge about second language acquisition.
- Improved my skills for managing group/pair work.

- Provided materials for communicative activities.

- Provided chances to observe CLT lessons.

- Provided chances to give CLT practice lessons.

Exam-related
Expectations

(Part E)

In the school where I teach,
- Students have to study hard for university entrance exams.

- Students expect to study grammar and translation in integrated English courses.

- Parents expect their children to study hard for university entrance exams.

Students- related

In the school where I teach,

Commqnicative - Students expect to do communication activities in integrated English courses.
((;)Zflél)ons - Student can understand and use English in group/pair work.
- The MEXT-authorized textbooks are useful for communicative activities.
- Students prefer group/pair work to teacher-centered instruction.
Teacher- In the school where I teach,
related School - Each teacher can design his/her own syllabus.
Conditions - Teachers have time for material development.
(Part E) - Each classroom has audio-visual equipment.

- Materials for communicative activities are provided.
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Table 2. (continued)

Classroom In integrated English classes, I use,
Practices - Classroom English (I give directions in English).
(Part F)

- Oral introductions (I introduce the content of the textbook in English).
- Speeches or presentations.

- Question and answer activities.

- Task-based activities.

- Group/pair work in English.

Learning When I was a high school student, in my integrated English class, my teachers used,
Experiences - Classroom English.
(Part G)

- Speeches or presentations.

- Essays or story writing.

- Summary writing.

- Question and answer activities.
- Task-based activities.

- Songs or games.

- Movies or drama.

- Group/pair work in English.
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A Comparative Study of the Corpora for General and Specific Purposes for
a Pragmatic Study'

Toshihiko Suzuki
Waseda University

This study2 attempts to investigate (a) what can be provided by the corpora specifically
designed for a pragmatic study and (b) that by the existing large-scale English corpora
for general purposes — the BNC (British National Corpus) in this study — in the studies
of English speech acts and politeness. The researcher has currently been engaged in a
research project for the compilation of speech acts corpora (SAC), and this research
project has so far succeeded in sketching out major lexical, grammatical, discourse and
politeness strategies which characterize eleven English speech acts (Suzuki, 2009a;
2009b; 2010).

While the usefulness and the effectiveness of the researcher’s own speech act
database have been proven and confirmed in his earlier studies, it is desirable that the
data in the SAC be compared with those in the existing mega corpora such as the BNC.
This is because the SAC is based on the data collected through DCTs (i.e. discourse
completion tests) and role-plays, both of which have been under discussion about the
authenticity of the data collected with them. On the other hand, the BNC and other
corpora are based on the real examples collected from conversations, media reports,
books and so on; and they are supposed to be reliable in terms of authenticity. Therefore
comparing the speech-act data in the SAC and those in the BNC is assumed meaningful
and beneficial for the study of speech acts and linguistic politeness in that it can reveal

the advantages and disadvantages of these two different types of linguistic databases.

1. Recent trends in the studies in pragmatics based on corpus data

In recent years there have been an increasing number of research projects that explore
the usefulness of linguistic corpora in pragmatic studies (e.g. Aijmer, 1996; Adolphs,
2008). This trend is showing the necessity of compiling and/or utilizing linguistic

databases to investigate pragmatic phenomena in communication and verbal interactions.

! This article is based on the author’s oral presentation at the 15th Annual Conference of the
Pragmatics Society of Japan (JSPS) on the 1* Dec. 2012.

* Grant awarded to the presenter’s current research project: Grant-in-Aid for Scientific Research (C)
awarded by JSPS (Japan Society for the Promotion of Scientific Research) [Subject num.:
22520410] (The compilation of speech acts corpora in English, Japanese and English as an
interlanguage, aiming for their application to ELT in Japan)
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The findings about speech acts and politeness in such corpora are thought to contribute
to the provision of learning materials with which EFL (English as a Foreign Language)
learners can learn how to perform English speech acts properly (Suzuki, ibid.).

Since the speech acts corpora in the author’s research project have exclusively been
designed to explore target speech acts with the use of DCTs and role-plays, their scale
and authenticity are in some ways limited. They are, however, an ideal database in that
they can provide the most important information about various speech acts: lexical,
grammatical, discourse and politeness strategies that are unique to individual speech
acts. Therefore it is desirable that such specifically-designed corpus data and what can
be observed in the BNC are compared, in the sense that the BNC contains much larger
spoken data collected in authentic interactions (cf. Schauer & Adolphs, 2006). Through
the comparison between the two types of databases, the following are expected to be
achieved: (1) revealing advantages and disadvantages of the types of corpora for a
pragmatic study; (2) devising the methods for combining the two types in order to

explore pragmatic issues in a more efficient way.

2. Discussions on the DCT and the role-play as data collection tools

DCTs have been widely used in large-scale pragmatic studies such as the CCSARP
(Cross Cultural Speech Act Realization Project, organized by Blum-Kulka ez al. 1989).
The advantages in using a DCT can be summarized as follows: 1) it elicits data from a
large sample of subjects relatively easily; 2) it can be designed to effectively control the
contextual variables important to the study; 3) it has been especially effective for the
comparison of strategies from different languages; and 4) it is also effective for the
comparison of strategies used by native speakers and learners of the same language
(Rintell & Mitchell, 1989: 250).

Whereas a DCT is an effective tool for large-scale data collection, it has been
pointed out that the authenticity of DCT data is questionable when compared with that
derived from more naturalistic methods (e.g. ethnography), which are based on natural
oral interactions. Kasper mentions such weak points and how they have been covered
by the DCT’s strong points, introducing two examples in previous studies:

A serious concern is how production questionnaires compare to authentic data. Beebe
and Cummings (1996, originally presented in 1985) compared refusals elicited through a
single-item questionnaire with refusals performed in telephone conversations in response
to the same request. Interlocutors in these interchanges were native speakers of American
English. The questionnaire responses did not represent natural speech with respect to the

actual wording, range of refusal strategies, and response length, but they modelled the
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‘canonical shape’ of refusals, shed light on the social and psychological factors that are
likely to affect speech act performance, and helped establish an initial classification of
refusal strategies.

Hartford and Bardovi-Harlig (1992) examined the rejections by native and non-native
graduate students of their academic advisers’ suggestions for the students’ course
schedules. The production questionnaire elicited a narrower range of semantic formulae
and fewer status-preserving strategies than the authentic data, yet it proved an adequate
instrument to test hypotheses derived from the authentic interactions. The questionnaire
data confirmed Hartford and Bardovi-Harlig’s (1992) hypothesis that the non-native
speakers were more likely to use unacceptable content to reject advice than the native
speakers.

(Kasper, 2000: 329)

Finally, she concludes by emphasizing the strong points of the DCT as follows.
When carefully designed, production questionnaires are useful to inform about speakers’
pragmalinguistic knowledge of the strategies and linguistic forms by which
communicative acts can be implemented, and about their sociopragmatic knowledge of
the context factors under which particular strategic and linguistic choices are appropriate.
Whether or not speakers use exactly the same strategies and forms in actual discourse is a
different matter, but the questionnaire responses indicate what strategic and linguistic
options are consonant with pragmatic norms and what contextual factors influence their
choices (although recent studies suggest some qualification...).

(Kasper, ibid.: 329-30).

With regard to role-plays, Tran defines them as “simulations of social interactions in
which participants assume and enact described roles within specified situations” (2006:
3). According to Tran (ibid.), while they “allow more negotiation, repetition and
avoidance strategies than written questionnaires” (Margalef-Boada, 1993 in Tran, ibid.),
they “could sometimes be unrealistic to participants” (Cohen & Olsthain, 1993 in Tran,
ibid.). Tran also states that “[r]ole-play data has also been criticized for being not natural
enough” while “[t]hese disadvantages, however, are remediable” (Tran, ibid.).

The researcher’s SAC is based on the data elicited by both DCTs and role-plays. The
database has so far succeeded, as Kasper stated above, in sketching out the main
lexicogrammatical and discourse strategies in target speech acts (Suzuki, ibid.). In order
to investigate how the SAC data are useful and reliable, this study has explored the

BNC to compare what can be found and used for pragmatic studied in these two types
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of databases.

3. What have been investigated in this study

In this particular case study, the two English speech acts “Inviting” and “Suggesting”
were used to make a comparison between the SAC and the BNC (spoken context) with
regard to linguistic strategies mentioned earlier, along with the contexts in which these
two speech acts occur.

These two speech acts were selected as they do not have outstanding head acts or
“core phrases” as thanking (e.g. “Thank you”, “Thanks”) or apologizing (e.g. “Sorry”,
“I’'m sorry”) do. If the speech act possesses such conspicuous lexical or phrasal markers,
it is quite straightforward to find such markers in the BNC or other large-scale corpora.
Indeed such studies have been carried out in the research projects mentioned earlier.
Therefore, what the researcher hoped to explore and investigate was if the BNC (and
possibly other large-scale corpora) could provide samples of other speech acts without
such noticeable lexical or phrasal markers.

The author’s findings in this study are to address how to keep a good balance
between the two types of corpora, i.e. the corpora for general purposes (BNC) and those
for specific purposes (SAC), in pursuit of more efficient and elaborate pragmatic study.
They are also assumed to be useful and beneficial for considering how to design more

advanced corpora for such specific purposes.

4. Research methodology

In order to explore what can be found and utilized in the BNC with regard to
English speech acts, Xaira 1.23°, a computer software especially developed for the

exploration of the BNC, was employed in this study.

? University of Oxford IT Services describes Xaira as follows: “Xaira is the name for a version of
SARA, the text searching software originally developed at Oxford University Computing Services
for use with the British National Corpus. Xaira was entirely re-written as a general purpose XML
search engine, which will operate on any corpus of well-formed XML documents.” (Retrieved from
http://projects.oucs.ox.ac.uk/xaira/ [25/6/2013].)
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Figure 1. Xaira — Start screen

The investigation was carried out through the following procedure:

(a) Text mode: “Spoken context”, “Speech only”

(b) Lexical level search: “Word query”

(c) Phrasal level search (lexicogrammatical level): “Phrase query” [three distinctive
phrases from each speech act]

(d) Discourse level: from the “Solutions”

Figure 2. Xaira — Phrase query with “how about”
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Figure 3. Xaira — The result of the phrase query with “how about”

With regard to (a: Text mode), “Spoken context” and “Speech only” were selected
as this research project has been exploring speech acts in conversations or verbal
interactions. As for (b Lexical level search), “Word query” was tried out but no
meaningful result was obtained by this method, unfortunately. This is mainly because it
is extremely difficult to extract speech act expressions with only one word. However, (c:
Phrasal level search) with “Phrase query” proved quite workable for the purpose of this
study. For the query with this function of Xaira, three distinctive phrases from each
speech act were chosen and investigated. In terms of (d: Discourse level), the researcher
tried to explore the corpus data by using “Solutions” but no meaningful result was not

gained for this study this time.

5. Exploration of Inviting and Suggesting in the BNC

5.1. Inviting
In order to explore the BNC for the lexicogrammatical devices for inviting in
English, the researcher started with the lexical data in the SAC.
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Table 1. The list of words based on the frequency (Inviting)

Invite (Suzuki, 2009b)

N | Word |Freq.| | N Word Freq.
1 TO 206 15 ARE 40
2 YOU 195 16 | TONIGHT | 40
3 | COME | 106 17 ME 39
4 A 74 18 THE 39
5 HEY 73 19 DO 37
6 | WOULD | 66 20 AT 36
7 | LIKE 64 21| HAVING | 35
8 | PARTY | 56 22 IF 31
9 | WANT 55 23 I'™M 29
10| AND 48 24| GOING 24
11 GO 45 25| OVER 24
12 MY 45 26| HOUSE 21
13| WITH 45 27 ON 21
14 I 42

As explained above, the investigation through “Word query” could not produce any
meaningful result. Therefore the second stage survey, “Phrase query” was tried out.
Three of the most frequently used phrases, confirmed in the researcher’s previous study
(Suzuki, 2009b), were selected for this query: would you like to come, do you want to
come, and you should come. After the query results were obtained, the researcher
examined each example to decide if it was used for inviting or for other speech acts. The

summary of the research result is shown in Table 2.

Table 2. The summary of the research result (Inviting)

Phrases Solutions (Types) Total number

Invitation: 2 (10%)
would you like to come 21
Others/Unknown: (90%)

Invitation: 6 (17%)
do you want to come 36
Others/Unknown: 30 (83%)

Invitation: 1 (17%)
you should come 6
Others/Unknown: 5 (83%)
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Table 2 indicates that although it has been confirmed that these phrases are used to

perform inviting in the BNC, such uses are quite limited as the figures show.

5.2. Suggesting

Next, the speech act of suggesting was investigated in the same way. Table 3 shows
the words frequently used by the American university undergraduates to perform this
speech act in Suzuki (2009a).

Table 3. The list of words based on the frequency (Suggesting)

Suggest (Suzuki, 2009a)

N | Word | Freq. N | Word |Freq.
1 YOU 1541 15 AND 22
2 THE 78 16 IN 22
3 TO 681 | 17 IS 22
4 I 64| | 18| WEAR 22
5 | SHOULD 64| 19| ARE 21
6 GO 46| | 20 GET 20
7 IT 451 (21 | WOULD 20
8 WE 44| (22| MAYBE 19
9| THINK 40| |23 BE 18

10| YOUR 40 | |24 | REALLY 18

11 A 391 |25 ON 17

12| THAT 301 |26 WITH 16

13| DON'T 27| 127| HEY 15

14| ABOUT 22| (28| HOW 15

As the “Word query” did not work out for this investigation either, three main
phrases, observed in the SAC (Suzuki, 2009a), were picked up for the survey in the
same way as the researcher did for inviting. The target phrases were maybe you should,

why don’t we/you, how about. The results are summarized in Table 4.
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Table 4. The summary of the research result (Suggesting)

Phrases Solutions (Types) Total number

Suggestion: 10 (83%)
maybe you should 12
Others/Unknown: 2 (17%)

Suggestion: 0 (n/a)
why don’t we/you 0
Others/Unknown: 0 (n/a)

) Suggestion = 294 (91%)
[Tentative] how about 322
Others/Unknown = 28 (9%)

This time some striking results were obtained. First, the use of maybe you should
for suggesting accounted for as much as 83% of all the uses found in the BNC. As a
result, it has been confirmed that the BNC is useful in the exploration of suggesting
with this phrase. However, in contrast, the phrase why don’t we/you was not found at all
in this query. This might be due to a technical reason that the researcher might have had
in operating Xaira, and another trial should be made in a further study to reconfirm if it
is really the case that the BNC does not store this phrase in “Spoken context” — “Speech
only”. On the other hand, more than 300 solutions were gained from the query with how
about. The research result has the label [Tentative] as there was a problem in telling
those used for suggesting from those for others, mainly due to the lack of context in
which this phrase was used.

The above research result has given the researcher a mixed view on what can be
done with the BNC for a pragmatic study. While putting queries with certain phrases
can produce sufficient numbers of or “more than enough” solutions, some produces no
solutions at all. This might be indicating that the BNC is not an “almighty” tool or the

first solution to study about linguistic strategies of speech acts.

6. Summary of findings and conclusion

The following are the tentative results obtained in this case study for the search of

speech acts in the BNC:

(1) Lexical level research with the BNC using the “Word query” has turned out
unsuccessful (e.g. can, could, should, would...), due mainly to the fact that such
lexical items are commonly used in almost all types of speech acts.

(2) Exploring the BNC through “Phrase query” with the phrases or formulaic
expressions that have been found in the target speech act data in the SAC looks
promising.

(3) Some formulaic expressions can be found in the BNC with a rather limited
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number of solutions, while some other phrases can produce sufficient (or more
than sufficient) numbers of solutions. Besides that, some phrases cannot be
found in the BNC at all, supposedly because of its design of the data-sets.
(However, this needs to be reconfirmed by a further survey.)

(4) Searching for discourse strategies (i.e. semantic formulae) was unsuccessful, due
mainly to the dispersed and fragmented discourse data in the BNC. (This also

needs to be tried once again in another study.)

This preliminary study has shown some possible ways to utilize the two types of
corpora, the BNC and the SAC, in pursuit of more efficient and elaborate pragmatic
study:

(a) Sketching out typical speech-act performance strategies at lexical,
grammatical and discourse levels with the SAC, whose data were collected
with DCTs and role-plays;

(b) Utilizing the mega-scale general purpose corpora (e.g. BNC) to study about

the actual occurrences of such linguistic strategies in the authentic data.

As can be seen from the above research results of this case study, the speech act data
obtained from the BNC were too little or too much. The tentative conclusion at this
point is that it is quite beneficial to start with specifically-designed corpora for a
pragmatic study, with the data collection methods carefully designed to elicit near- or
quasi-authentic data. “Controllability” is a very important issue in collecting data for a
specific type of linguistic study. In this sense the DCT and the role-play employed in the
researcher’s current project have turned out useful and effective.

At the same time, it should be noted as a limitation of this study that what the
researcher was able do with the BNC was rather limited at the time of this survey.
Therefore learning more about advanced search methods is necessary for more

advanced quantitative and qualitative studies.
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Teachers’ reflective learning through a teacher study group:
Teachers’ beliefs of task-based language teaching

Chie Ogawa
Rikkyo University

Abstract

This paper is a qualitative study, which provides an accounting of three Japanese
university teachers’ beliefs toward task-based language teaching (TBLT). The participants are
three Japanese university teachers who have been participating in a monthly teacher study
group. The study examined how reflective practice occurs, such as negotiation of the
definition of TBLT, and how to implement a task in the classroom. Two research questions
are presented and answered in this paper: 1) How university teachers in a TBLT study group
perceive TBLT? and 2) In what way teachers in the study group reflect on their learning
about TBLT? Through the findings from the study, I would like to explore how a teacher
study group can enhance or raise awareness of teachers’ beliefs and practices in their teaching

contexts.

Introduction

Many researchers have been interested in exploring teachers’ beliefs in second language
(L2) teaching context. According to Pajares (1992), “all human perception is influenced by
the totality of this generic knowledge structure—schemata, constructs, information,
beliefs—but the structure itself is an unreliable guide to the nature of reality because beliefs
influence how individuals characterize phenomena, make sense of the world, and estimate
covariation” (p. 310). This can lead to the idea of teachers’ beliefs as “all teachers hold
beliefs about their work, their students, their subject matter and their roles and responsibilities”
(Pajares, 1992, p. 314). In this study, I adapt Pajares’s definition of teachers’ beliefs
explaining teachers’ attitudes and values about teaching, students, and the educational
process. Although some researchers state teachers’ beliefs are static and remain unchanged in
a teacher's mind regardless of the situation (Roehler, Duffy, Herrmann, Conley & Johnson,
1998), I think that beliefs are formed and reshaped according to the teachers’ contexts.
Teachers’ beliefs are seen as increasingly complex, fluctuating, appropriated and related to
affordances (Barcelos & Kalaja, 2011, p. 282). Therefore, examining teachers’ beliefs is

essential in order to understand teachers’ professional development.
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Teacher development is a critical and important issue since teachers develop their
knowledge and practices of their teaching while they teach. According to Borg (2006),
teachers’ cognition (what they think, know, and believe) is developed by many factors (e.g.,
language learning experiences, pre-service and in-service teacher education, and classroom
practices). Not only by accomplishing development during their pre-service teaching training
period, teachers re-shape and negotiate ideas of their teaching continuously.

Language teachers develop their beliefs and reflect on their practices in various ways,
for example, talking with their co-workers about their classroom issues, attending teachers’
seminars to improve their teaching, or observing their co-workers’ classrooms. Belonging to a
learning community, such as a teacher study group, is recognized positively for teacher
development (Sato & Kleinsasser, 2004, p. 800). Although having an external network
outside of school is considered to be beneficial, there are not many studies that empirically
examine external teacher study group in EFL contexts. Previous literature in second language
contexts mostly focuses on teacher study groups within the same institution (e.g., Clair, 1998).
Therefore, it is meaningful and essential to explore the extent to which teachers can learn and
reflect on their pedagogical beliefs from an outside network. In this study, I will focus on

teachers’ learning of TBLT through an external teacher study group.

Literature review

In the field of second language teaching, many studies have examined teachers’ beliefs.
Although instruments to examine teachers’ beliefs very, Basturkmen (2012) found that many
researchers have tried to examine teachers’ beliefs and their practices in the form of case
studies with multiple data source. For example, Borg (2011) examined the pre-service
teachers’ shifting beliefs through an eight-week in-service teacher education program in the
UK. In his study, Borg (2011) used semi-structure interviews with open-ended questions to
the six pre-service teachers. His findings showed that the pre-service course had considerable
impact on the beliefs of the teachers. Yet, some participants’ change has not revealed.

Another study by Woods and a k r (2 11) e xamined the development of teachers’
knowledge of communicativeness in language teaching (CLT) with six newly graduated
language teachers in Turkey with questionnaires, follow-up interviews, and by having the
participants reflect on specific classroom teaching that they observed in videotaped clips of
classroom teaching. Their findings show that teachers’ knowledge about CLT is highly
valued as correct when they are more theoretical and non-personal, which are far from the

teachers’ experiences. Both studies reveal that teachers’ belief change is very complex.
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In another study by Basturkmen, Loewen, and Ellis (2004), they conducted a case study
using observational and self-reported data to examine the relationship between three teachers'
stated beliefs about and practices of focus on form. Their results showed all of the
participants expressed very definite beliefs about how to focus on form. Among the three
participants, there were clear differences about how to recasts and what linguistic forms
should be object of focus on form.

In this current study, I will also conduct a case study with semi-structure interviews and
observations. According to Pajares (1992), “beliefs require assessments of what individuals
say, intend, and do, then teachers' verbal expressions, predispositions to action, and teaching
behaviors must all be included in assessments of beliefs” (p.327). Therefore, this current
study attempts to explore how the participants construct, interpret, and reconceptualize their

beliefs toward TBLT.

Task-based language teaching and the Japanese contexts:

TBLT has received increased recognition in the field of second language studies for
quite some time (e.g., Long, 1985; Skehan, 1996; Ortega, 2012). However, despite the
contributions of previous empirical studies that focused on future pedagogical implications
(e.g., Skehan & Foster, 1997; Ortega, 1999), some educators have debated and discussed the
applicability and appropriateness of TBLT within Japanese contexts (e.g., Sato, 2010, 2011;
Sybing, 2011; Urick, 2011). Some of the major concerns that English teachers in Japan
typically are that teaching grammar is questioned and TBLT is mainly for advanced learners.
For example, Sato (2010) implies that Present — Practice — Produce (PPP) is more appropriate
for English classes in the secondary school level due to the mandatory use of
government-authorized textbooks; an exam driven curriculum; and a lack of needs for
English communication outside of the classroom. Sybing (2011) and Urick (2011) responded
to Sato’s opinion, saying TBLT is still feasible in Japan. This kind of debate or criticism
against TBLT indicates that teachers have different perspectives toward TBLT and its
practices. Ellis (2009) states that the reason why there are many criticisms against TBLT is
due to the misunderstanding of a task. He points out that the misunderstandings include the
following: a task definition remains unclear; a task does not prioritize semantic features; and
it is difficult to conduct TBLT in an EFL context (Ellis, 2009, p. 226).

According to Ellis (2009), there are several criteria for TBLT: 1) the primary focus is
on meaning; 2) there should be some kind of “gap” 3) learners should largely have to rely on
their own resources; 4) there is a clearly defined outcome other than the use of language. In

addition to the criteria, there are two types of implementing tasks. Ellis (2009) explains that
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unfocused tasks are designed to provide learners with opportunities for using language in
general communication. On the other hand, focused tasks provide opportunities to use the
targets’ linguistics features. Ellis (2 9) also points out that unfocused tasks involve
“task-based” language teaching, and focused tasks involve “task-supported” language
teaching, where explicit grammar presentation is followed by grammar exercise (focused
tasks). Therefore, the main question about TBLT among teachers who were doing the PPP
type of implementation will be at what point students learn grammar or form. Given that
those misunderstandings are embedded among language teachers, it is essential to understand
how language teachers develop or re-shape their beliefs toward TBLT. In this paper, I
investigate how teachers negotiate the meaning of TBLT through a learning community such
as a teacher study group.

Several studies have examined teachers’ reactions and perspectives toward TBLT. For
example, Carless (2 3, 2 7) examined teachers’ perceptions and practices in Hong Kong.
TBLT has had a high profile in language education in Hong Kong, and many schools have
officially adapted their curriculum as task-based. Carless (2003) conducted case studies with
three English teachers, native Cantonese-speakers, in primary schools over seven months. He
collected data from observations, focused interviews and attitude scales. His findings
proposed an implication of tentative factors affecting TBLT implementation for primary
schools in Hong Kong. In 2007, Carless conducted another interview study with secondary
high school teachers (n =11) and teacher educators (n =10). The findings show that several
teachers prefer PPP compared to TBLT. Both of Carless’s studies (2 3, 2 7) imply that
language pedagogy needs to be adapted to local contextual conditions and the characteristics
of learners in spite of the government’s top down decision of TBLT.

In another study that researched teachers’ perceptions toward TBLT, Andon and
Eckerth (2 9) examined teachers’ perceptions toward TBLT among experienced teachers
who are former or current graduate students in the master’s program of Applied Linguistics at
the University of London. They conducted semi-structured interviews and classroom
observations. Their findings showed that the participants developed their knowledge, beliefs
and practices not only through the master’s program, but also adapted the task-based
materials in class or through discussions with their co-workers. This implies that teachers
develop by communicating with other teachers through a community and their local contexts.
Their study is relevant to my current research in terms of how in-service teachers construct
their ideas, knowledge, and beliefs toward TBLT.

Although a considerable amount of research has been done in second language

acquisition on the effectiveness of TBLT, little has been done regarding teachers’ cognition
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toward TBLT in Japan. The purpose of this study is to examine how teachers in a TBLT
study group learn about TBLT, and how they develop their understanding of TBLT. My

research questions are the following:

1. How do teachers in a TBLT study group perceive TBLT?
2. In what way do teachers in a TBLT study group reflect on their learning about TBLT?

Methodology
Teacher study group

The setting that I chose is a teacher study group, in which teachers get together once a
month in central Japan. The study group started in March, 2011, with a small number of
teachers. The study group consists of approximately 15 members. The members’ teaching
background varies from junior high school to university. All members are Japanese and the
language they use during the study group is Japanese. Participation is not mandatory. In
general, the average number of participants is from seven to ten people. The study group was
started by some of the teachers who were previously acquainted with each other. They had
conducted a similar teacher study group in a different prefecture. The members of the current
study group brought their co-workers or friends to the study group, which had increased the
diversity of the group due to their educational and professional backgrounds.

The study group is held on either a Saturday or Sunday afternoon from 1 p.m. to 6 p.m.
every month. There are three sessions during the study group. The first session is a discussion
session on TBLT for one hour (1 p.m. to 2 p.m.). This session has started from December,
2011. Initially, this TBLT session aimed for making a teachers’ manual for TBLT
implementation. However, the group members had different ideas about the definition of
TBLT. Rather than making a teaching manual, the members spend time on discussing a
variety of topics based on their interests and concerns. During the TBLT discussion, one
teacher who is the facilitator for the session brings his/her task ideas and the members discuss
the tasks. The TBLT discussion sessions were not always held since not all members are
TBLT practitioners in their classrooms. As a result, only three members have repeatedly
presented their ideas in the past. Table 1 shows the previous schedule that the study group
had during the TBLT sessions. For the months that did not have a TBLT discussion, more
time was devoted to reading (the second session) and research discussion (the third session). I

observed and took notes during the first session of TBLT in January, 2013.

Table 1
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Topics of the Study Group TBLT Discussion

No Date TBLT discussion topic Facilitator

8 December, 2011 Clarify the concept of the discussion session N/A

9 January, 2012 Clarify the concept of the discussion session N/A

10  March, 2012 Discussion whether presenting in a conference or  N/A
not. If yes, what kind of topic should be
presented

11 March, 2012 Discussing a “TBLT implementation project” N/A
plan

12 April, 2012 Analyzing and discussing TBLT in the classroom Makoto
with video

13 May, 2012 Analyzing and discussing TBLT in the classroom Makoto
with video

14 June, 2012 No TBLT discussion session

15 July, 2012 No TBLT discussion session

16  August, 2012 Task-Supported vs. Task-Based Grammar Hiroshi
Instruction: Teachers’ Voices

17  October, 2012  Analyzing and discussing TBLT in the classroom Hiroshi
with video

18  November, Discussing “task-like” materials Tomoko

2012
19  December, Discussing “task-like” materials Tomoko
2012

20  January, 2013  Discussing Chapter 1 of Martin East’s book N/A
(TBLT in Foreign language Classroom)

21  February, 2013  Effects of repeated “desert island” tasks and Hiroshi

reflection

is a reading session for two and half hours. During the reading session, one member is
responsible for summarizing a chapter of a book and guiding discussion related to that
chapter. The other session is a research discussion session. One person brings his/her own

topic of interest and provides a presentation for an hour and half. Due to the foci of the

current research questions, I only examined the TBLT sessions.
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Participants

Three people participated in this study (Makoto, Hiroshi, Tomoko'). Makoto, Hiroshi
and Tomoko are tenured teachers at universities. Makoto is in his 40s and Hiroshi is in his
50s. Tomoko is a female teacher in her 30s. Makoto is the founder and organizer of this study
group. He is in charge of sending out e-mails to the members, asking other members to
present, and booking a restaurant after the study group. His research interests are SLA and
TBLT. He has published a book and several research articles regarding TBLT and English
pedagogy. He used to teach in high school prior to working at a university. He has been
invited to in-service high school teachers’ workshops and lectures several times. Hiroshi also
teaches English at a university and is involved in pre-service teacher training at his university.
He was a former junior high school teacher in the Tokai region before he pursued his master’s
degree in English education. He has been attempting to implement TBLT in his classroom in
universities. Immediately after graduating from university, Tomoko worked at an apparel
company for four years. After that, she spent four and a half years in the UK and obtained an
MBA and Master’s degree in TESOL. Currently, she teaches English at a private university.
Data collection

Consent forms were distributed to the participants prior to the implementation of the
study. All of the participants agreed to take part in the study.
Observation

A single observation was conducted in order to grasp a better understanding of the study.
Although I have been participating in the teacher study group since May, 2012, I formally
observed and took field notes for the first time in January, 2013. During the observation day,
Makoto, Hiroshi, Tomoko were participating in the discussion from the beginning. When I
observed, there was another member named Yutaka, who is a tenured teacher at a university
in his 40s. Yutaka was also participating in the TBLT session when I observed. I interviewed
him after the session. All of the three participants (Makoto, Hiroshi, Tomoko) have presented
on TBLT in the study group while Yutaka did not present about TBLT. Due to the focus of
this study, Yutaka’s interview data is excluded.

Hiroshi was the facilitator/ presenter for the TBLT discussion on the observation day.
Hiroshi presented his task implementation and his research results of the desert island tasks.
In the desert island tasks, the students were asked to record their task performances. In the
next step, they were asked to audio-record their feedback using their own recording device

(e.g., cell phone, smart phone) or their partner’s recording device while they listened to the

1 All names are pseudonyms
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recording of their desert island tasks. Hiroshi’s research examined what grammatical items
could be noticed, corrected and retained through peer-feedback and self-feedback. Next, he
examined whether or not peer/self-correction could lead to retention.

Interviews

Five interviews were held from the end of January, 2013 to May, 2013. Table 2 shows
the schedule of data collection. I interviewed Makoto twice, 45-50 minutes for each interview
in January and February, 2013. I interviewed Tomoko twice for 30 minutes for each interview
in January and May, 2013. I interviewed Hiroshi after I observed the teacher study group in
February, 2013. After Hiroshi facilitated and presented his research of desert island tasks, I
asked Hiroshi to come to a different room to talk about TBLT and the teacher study group.
The interview with Hiroshi lasted for about 20 minutes. I also interviewed Yutaka but due to
the focus of the research questions in this study, I mainly focused on the three participants’
interview data in this paper.

I conducted semi-structured interviews (Appendix 1). Semi-structured interviews are
“flexible to allow the conversation a certain amount of freedom in terms of the direction it
takes, and respondents are also encouraged to talk in an open-ended manner about the topics
under discussion or any other matters they feel are relevant (Borg, 2003, p.203). All
interviews were conducted in Japanese and audio-recorded. Although interview questions
were planned prior to the interview, I added relevant questions for the follow-up to the
participants’ answers as the interview went by. In particular, Makoto shared his ideas and
experiences a lot without me asking him too many questions. In that case, I let the
interviewee speak as naturally as he/she described so that I could elicit thoughts from the
interviewees.

Artifacts

I collected the teacher study group’s schedule that was used in the past. The schedule

lists the names of the facilitators and the discussion topics they presented (Table 1). Makoto

keeps track of the schedule and history of the study group.

Table 2

Schedule of the data collection

Participants Interview

Makoto January, 2013 (50 minutes)
February, 2013 (45 minutes)

Hiroshi February, 2013 (20 minutes)
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Tomoko January, 2013 (30 minutes)
May, 2013 (30 minutes)

Data analysis

Data analysis involves transcribing the interview data and translating the interview data
into English. Observation data and artifacts were used as supplementary sources. According
to Hatch (2002), since qualitative research generally involves interpretive analysis in nature,
first researchers will need to complete a typological or inductive analysis at some level, then
move to the next level to add an interpretive dimension to their earlier analytic work (p. 180).
Interactive approach involves reading the data for a sense of the whole; identifying
impressions; recording impressions; rereading the data; coding places where interpretations
are supported or challenged; writing a draft summary; writing a revised summary; and
identifying excerpts that support interpretations (Hatch, 2002, p. 181).

I followed the procedures that Hatch explains. First, I transcribed all the data for the
interviews. They were transcribed first in Japanese, and later translated into English. To
verify accuracy, each translation was sent to the corresponding participant for member
checking. Within the data, I found two main themes: one is the participants’ perception
toward TBLT; and the other was the participants’ perception toward learning from the study

group in general. In this paper, I will mainly report about their beliefs toward TBLT.

Findings

Themes related to teacher beliefs toward TBLT by analyzing the data were discovered.
These themes are connected to how the participants perceive TBLT and how they implement
TBLT in their classrooms. In this section, I will demonstrate two main principal themes that
emerged in their interview data:
1. Negotiation of TBLT s definition
2. Learning through teacher study groups
In the next section, I will discuss the participants’ beliefs toward TBLT and how those beliefs
change through participating in a study group.
Negotiation of TBLT definition

TBLT might be defined differently depending on the teacher. Therefore, the definition
of task plays a crucial role in examining the participants’ cognition toward TBLT. Throughout
the interview, a couple of the emerging themes of how each participant defines task were
found. The key elements were focus on form and appropriate level for implementing tasks.

Among the participants, Makoto was clear and explicit about how he perceives task. It
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demonstrated his confidence, experience and knowledge of TBLT among the three
interviewees. Hiroshi and Tomoko have been using task-supported approach sometimes, and
they are still determining how to implement task-based instruction to lower level students.
Focus on form

Makoto believes a task-based approach might be better to conduct rather than
presenting everything before the task. One of the examples that show his practices is that in a
previous study group, Makoto brought a video of his classroom, in which his students were
engaging in information gap tasks. His students were using grammatically incorrect sentences
and used simple words during their group work. However, the students could finish a task
only in English that was already familiar to them (e.g. students were exchanging information,
saying “right or left”, “under the table” and “near door” to tell the location of objects from a
handout during the information gap task).

For Makoto, it was completely acceptable that the students focused only on meaning
during the information gap task. However, for the other study group participants, it was
surprising to understand how students acquire the target language form through a task.
Hiroshi expressed his opinion regarding Makoto’s task-based classroom teaching and had the

following reflection:

Interviewer (I): Makoto showed video of his classes before. His students could
somehow communicate using English words which they know to achieve a goal.
Hiroshi (H): That is quite risky. It depends on personality. I am a very careful person
so | hesitate to do his way. If I do that way, my class would be a mess.

LM SADPREBG LRSI & & AL DNLRNR Y IZHEER 5T
HAY R TWE LT,

H: g, FEFICER, MR bHDATEA IR, BERANTIATELZTZWTD
TGN, RoFVERET LR, IZoT, TARALELSLRSHS
2o TLEH ERES,

H: If this same task is implemented in the junior high school, those students don’t have
any knowledge beforehand, so there will be a big gap if you assume the task will
work.

INEFFERE TR ST b ., O IFFEEAIZ S RN DITEN G, ENAHHET
RDETVESALEBVENDRH ST AT L,

Makoto and Hiroshi initially had a disagreement of how to define tasks. Hiroshi
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preferred task-supported approach over task-based approach because he thinks that learners
need explicit instruction before they try a task, especially when the students’ levels are low
(e.g., junior high school students). Hiroshi used to teach at a junior high school, where he
sometimes used tasks as task-supported rather than task-based approach. Hiroshi mentioned
that “implementing a task-based approach is doable at a university level because the
university students already have knowledge of English to some extent.” In Hiroshi’s
interview, he said that he is a very careful person, which permits him to plan and instruct the
lesson carefully. Therefore, he said that “it was risky” to implement a task without any
explicit grammar instruction.
Is task-based instruction only for high level learners?

Similar to Hiroshi, Tomoko had reactions toward TBLT without presentation of form.
She had always wondered what tasks should be like. For example, in a previous study group,
Tomoko facilitated a TBLT discussion session. Her title of the session was, “Is it a task-like?”
She brought three different kinds of task activities and shared these with other members. The
reason why she chose the presentation title is due to that question in her mind while she

taught. She was concerned about the following:

While I implemented a task, I was wondering if it was a task. I think I may not be
able to implement a task well to low-level learners. I often show and present
(grammar points). I am not sure what kind of tasks should be implemented for
relatively lower-level learners, so I am still searching for a solution.

RN EINSTHEAT NS THEY ZEDRLL Ho T RNEIm, 72,
BAT ZDnoTR—L_LDT—F =09 FLRNTVARNE-RS ATT
Lo T, ZDOESLTH, oD, LAMEWNPEAEICK LT, Rl
DEMEIND ZENEZLROTETVDOIATT L, EobhoTH LT
DI DOFEITZN LT, EIWVIIRRI AT 2o THTHF IRV Wb 678
WO TWI M, BRLTNT, ZHoTHARI Mr—o Tl THEZD,

In her interview, Tomoko showed her concerns about implementing task-based
instruction to her lower level students. In this instance, she also connected her ideas of
“presenting (grammar point)” to definition of tasks. She has a tendency to present grammar
points before the task for lower level students. In her interview, she stated that she has read
some books related to TBLT implementation written by well-known educators and
researchers, in an attempt to understand how she can adapt tasks in her classroom. The books

she read state that teachers do not present grammatical points in advance even for lower-level
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learners. She felt it is a bit difficult and she is still deciding how she can implement tasks for
lower-level learners.
Makoto admitted that teaching English in a relatively traditional way, such as PPP or

task-supported, gives teachers some form of security. He says:

Probably, teachers feel responses from students to some extent (with PPP). Teachers
might feel students produce something that they taught. On the other hand, (with
TBLT) teachers might feel anxious if they are told to do without any input. They might
feel “what if I cannot control the classroom, or cannot manage my class, cannot
maintain classroom discipline and so forth”.

FENCTFINZIEODATEA IR, BATZENBRoAEER_TZ U720 !
EWVIFIRANDHDL L, &, LI ENDRRLT, T oo THE
LEDEWVWIDIEFARLZ b DD, EIRDDDINARY, BHOFIZAZRNT
CWZxoTebES LE I M, D, Fllln Ll 2>TLE D, BFH IR
Tl R>TLEI, 2 TWIEIRALLH D,

According to Makoto’s interview, he pointed out two things: teachers’ controlling
students’ learning, and classroom management. He thinks that teachers like to know that their
students are actually using what they learn from teachers. In another interview, Makoto said
that most of the Japanese teachers, including secondary school teachers, like to take the
approach to see what students learn in class because it gives teachers a sense of security.
Makoto expressed his frustration when he was invited to be a teacher trainer for high school
teachers and conduct a TBLT workshop. Many teachers showed their reluctance to TBLT,
stating that “TBLT looks great but it cannot apply to my students or to my schools.” Makoto
also showed his belief that teachers also like to focus on classroom management, saying
“teachers might feel anxious if they cannot control.” He thinks that is one of the reasons why
teachers, especially secondary school teachers, are not willing to try TBLT.

In his interview, Makoto reported that even elementary school students can achieve a
task without being presented grammar points. Unlike Hiroshi and Tomoko, who are not sure
about implementing TBLT for lower learners, Makoto’s belief was determined. For novice
learners, such as elementary school children, he explained an example to me that they could
use already known vocabulary, pointing out there are so many katakana English words in a
child’s life (e.g., koppu = cup, dorinku = drink, wota = water). He said that teachers can even
take advantage of katakana English and that there is no reason for children to use perfect

English during TBLT. It shows that Makoto believes that students are able to achieve a task
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without any presentation or explicit grammar instruction.

Based on the findings, the three participants have slightly different concerns toward
TBLIT. Among the three, it was obvious that Makoto has the clear and established perceptions
toward TBLT. Mostly, the participants’ definition of TBLT has a lot to do with presenting
grammar points or not and with students’ proficiency level. Given that the participants had
slightly different ideas in the beginning, I will demonstrate the participants’ learning of TBLT
through the study group in the next section.

Learning through the teacher study groups

To understand the second research question (“In what way do teachers in a TBLT study
group reflect on their learning about TBLT?”), the participants’ learning and practicing
through the teacher study group was a key principle. One of the advantages of the teacher
study group is that teachers can exchange their ideas and learn from each other. As I observed
Hiroshi’s TBLT discussion session, the participants stated their opinions continually. In
Hiroshi’s desert island tasks, his students were asked to audio-record their self-corrections
and peer-corrections while listening to their individual and peer-task performances. During
the TBLT study group session, Makoto said that students might notice the partner’s errors or
their own errors, but did not comment on them because students had to listen to the
audio-device continually. Another member, Yutaka, who specializes in universal grammar
and is knowledgeable about the linguistic field, made comments from a linguist’s point of
view. For example, during the discussion, Yutaka stated “the result of retention might indicate
that grammar instruction is important in classroom teaching in the end” or “error that doesn’t
carry meaning like the third person s doesn’t retain.” This knowledge is probably notable due
to his specialization. Tomoko was quiet when Hiroshi was presenting. Hiroshi, after hearing
Makoto and Yutaka’s comments, decided that, at the next opportunity, he will tell his students
to stop whenever they find their partner’s mistakes.

During the study group, Makoto and the others in the group treat him as the expert and
put themselves in a position to learn from him. During the observation, Makoto was the most
talkative member among the three, in terms of asking more questions, providing constructive
feedback and giving suggestions to make Hiroshi’s research more successful. Makoto’s belief
toward TBLT was demonstrated by some of his comments. For example, Makoto suggested
to change partners when students repeated the task; the second task and the third task with the
same partner is just a practice without a purpose. His comments about rehearsing, changing
partners, and changing decision making tasks to narration tasks showed that he knows a great
deal of researching and implementing TBLT.

Hiroshi explained his reasons or triggers of why he started implementing TBLT in his
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class are due to the influence of Makoto. After his presentation on the observation day,
Hiroshi really appreciated Makoto’s feedback. Hiroshi said that he could bring back a lot of

omiyage (souvenirs) from today’s study group. Hiroshi said as following:

His (Makoto) comments were very keen. His point that my tasks might not be a task
was gained from an expert of tasks or someone knowledgeable of tasks.

RoED . PR LTl o7 LA, A7 LRRWA LR 20 ) FEfi§IT ¥
A7z LS H- TV ANBRHRLND LT,

Tomoko also pointed out (what she believed to be) Makoto’s sharp comments on her
task ideas. When she presented three of her task ideas at the teacher study group, Makoto
commented on her first idea: “It is a boring task.” In her activity, students ask who the person
(celebrity) is. First, students were not informed of who the celebrity was. Then, Tomoko
showed, “He is from Yokohama” for presenting model questions and answers. Students were
asked to answer a question to the answer, “He is from Yokohama”, which is the answer to the
question, “Where is he from?” When she implemented that activity, her students enjoyed the
tasks and they were successful. Thus, at first, she did not fully understand why her task idea
was not interesting. Makoto remarked that the students’ production and answers were already

determined for the task. Later, Tomoko stated the following:

Then, I reflected, I thought it was probably PPP. My tasks expected implicitly “present”
then students reproduce exactly the (expected) same sentences in the end. I was not
aware but, ah, I think it was (PPP).

B, bolbk, I—<BxDH, T PPP Eofiinb LviaWnie—, o T
BoT, Zh, LBV FEERIUICL TS, FNEFE L H D% reproduce T
EDIMROTNT, RFEICHS TR TN D, BH#RNPSTZATTIFE, 250
Ve >—. TIMoTHE-T,

In her reflection above, Tomoko realized that her tasks were similar to the PPP approach
because Makoto made a comment on her task. She noticed that her instructions expected the
students to produce after they received direction. Tomoko’s comment, “I was not aware but, I
think it was (PPP)” showed that, although it was not explicit grammar instruction, the task
only allowed students to answer in a limited way (e.g., answering, “He is from.” without any
other variety). She later said that it was good to reflect on the tasks from a different

perspective and that it was an awareness and notice toward a new idea as well. It sounded
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quite harsh if someone commented on a teacher’s idea as boring. However, she recognized
that it has some positive connotations. In her second interview, she recalls that her

experiences of presenting her task ideas as the following:

It was a good opportunity to raise my awareness. There are many teachers who
research TBLT. Unless you are one of them, other teachers do not really pay attention
to whether it is a task or not when designing teaching materials, do they? They are
more likely to focus on whether it is communicative or not. I am not saying that PPP is
100% wrong but I have now awareness of what tasks should be like.

ZOW9 TEDE] ITEFERVE LT, FATR=AZEWFELTWDANTZHRT-
SEAWETD, ZNEFHNIHIFE L TRWIR D IX, AT HITEERENLNZ
AT IO Z AT LD, Btk LW TEME> TOEEALD, Eik
LTEWIEDIE, E9L7baia=nT s 7RIEHNNTEHDN>TWN D
ZEEZEMLTWVD, PPP 231 0 0 %ENEIFT/-ES>THaRVWATIITE, A
7 o T > T O HRIE, FFCienz Lt BnEdi,

She stated that she has never thought whether her activity would be a task or not before
she presented at the study group. In her interview, she said, “Unless you research TBLT, you
don’t think too much about if it is a task or not when designing a task.” She considers herself
as one of those teachers who is not expert on TBLT. However, after joining the study group,
she now believes it was a good opportunity to understand what tasks should be like, saying,
“I now have awareness of what tasks should be like.”

At the follow-up interview in May, 2013, Tomoko told me that the opportunity
motivated her to conduct a task-based classroom from this academic year, without using
regular textbooks. She creates her own tasks and borrowed some from textbooks such as
describing a picture and finding some differences on the picture in a pair. She also told me

her students’ reactions toward tasks as the following:

My students in the highest level have approximately TOEIC 400 scores, but they are
doing tasks seriously. Moreover, their eyes were sparkling. They cannot completely
state a perfect sentence in order to complete a task. Even in that situation, students do
tasks only in English like I use only in English.

D27 Z ATH TOEIC400 SO L~V TTNR, A7 2 LKWV MATIND
EWVID BRFTHRTLTND, KRB IH AT ZarTV—hLED /-
T, BROAEXLENFTARWVIREETT Ld, £oOWVWHIRETH, HARGEZE D
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At the same time, Tomoko also confessed difficulty of sharing task ideas and asking
other teachers to conduct task-based approach in her university. As a coordinator of the
English curriculum, she is also in charge of managing other 20 part-time teachers. She said
that, “For other English teachers in my university, even those who are specialized in TESOL,
it is time consuming to learn about TBLT. For those who are not specialized in TESOL, it
will be more difficult.” She wishes that TBLT could be gradually spread out by those teachers
who want to further study about a new pedagogical approach, but not forcibly.

It seems that both Tomoko and Hiroshi gained a lot of knowledge about TBLT from an
expert, Makoto. As observed during the study group and the interview, the members were
willing to express their thoughts freely without too much hesitation. For example, some of
the comments (e.g., “boring”, or “it is not a task’) could be interpreted as offensive to some
teachers. However, the members did not take the comments personally; rather they accepted
them as constructive feedback. This indicates that members in this study group can freely
contribute to a constructive discussion. Not only learning from the expert, Makoto also made

comments about learning from the other members as well. Makoto said:

Whenever I go to the study group, I noticed something new. Ah, I see and I understand now
or I feel this is very interesting. I have never experienced without learning anything new.
TTRELTH LN LI TRB O, W20, b, £I0, £V I T L,
ED ZOFRHBEWVETZR > TR AR DEEE D LTV ONEIHLEND > T
I, TN T L ESTFH D DIER,

As an organizer of the study group, he never missed a study group session. It seems
that his appreciation of finding something new triggered him to organize the study group
positively. Even seen as an expert of TBLT, he seems to learn new things from other members.

His attitude toward learning from the group is explained as the following:

The teacher study group is mutually beneficial. I expect everyone to play a different role.

To put it another way, everyone exchanges gifts. Let’s say, someone finds some interesting

things on this textbook, he/she introduces to everyone, then listeners can provide feedback.

W& > TE 9 DX, BARTHENRIEHTOD bATEND | RATRDIE 2 R

LT NDZ b bAAEITHFHFLTT, LehiEaWhizaddbe, AT

BoMmaE LEIB LA, TAREHWI Lol 7F A MIZ AIRRER
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He did not specifically state something he learned about TBLT. However, he perceives
the study group as an interactive way to “exchange gifts.” This seems the major reason why
Makoto wants to have this study group. Since an expert is easily seen as a one-way lecturer
by other members, he wants every member to participate proactively and exchange their

thoughts in the study group.

Discussion
How do teachers in a TBLT study group perceive TBLT?

This paper does not intend to determine which pedagogy is better over the other. Rather,
this paper explores to what extent teachers in a study group reshape their beliefs and utilize
the new approach in their contexts. I will focus on the participants’ beliefs toward TBLT
rather than discussing which pedagogy is more effective or not.

In the findings, one of the salient elements that the participants often emphasized was
task-likeliness, or task-probability; and to what extent their tasks function as a task. Both
Tomoko and Hiroshi thought that their task ideas were not task-like enough at the study
group session. Parts of their activities that they presented at the study groups were not
seeking the real communication needs. For example, Tomoko’s students were already
expected to produce the expected target phrases; Hiroshi’s students were repeating the
task-performance multiple times to the same partner. In this situation, they realized that the
performance does not create authenticity. Although a task is not truly situationally authentic,
it can be interactionally authentic. East (2012) states the importance of this: “setting up a
debate about a contemporary issue of relevance to the learners can be a legitimate language
learning task if it is interactionally authentic, even if it is not situationally authentic” (p. 81).

In order to define task-likeliness, the participants often compared the tasks to PPP. It is
mainly because they perceive PPP as instruction that conducts communicative activities after
the explicit instruction of form. Task-supported syllabus involves PPP to support the learners’
learning with focused tasks (e.g., grammar exercises). On the other hand, a “task-based”
approach allows learners to achieve a task without explicit instruction (Ellis, 2009). Initially,
Hiroshi and Tomoko perceived their tasks more as “task-supported” rather than “task-based.”
For instance, they had questions about how learners can produce language without explicit
learning, or how low-level learners or beginner learners can achieve a task goal. Makoto

believes that learners can achieve a task without completely memorizing or understanding the
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grammar or phrases. It was clear that even though they were in the same study group, there
were gaps about task definition among the group members. That can create another learning
opportunity: to make a consensus of what tasks should be like and how teachers should
implement tasks in their classroom. In the next section, I will discuss how the participants,
especially Tomoko and Hiroshi, reshape their beliefs of TBLT through the study group.

In what way do teachers in a TBLT study group reflect on their learning about TBLT?

The interview data revealed that Makoto was seen as an expert of TBLT by other
members. It is probably due to Makoto’s self-efficacy; he has established credibility from his
own use of TBLT implementation, and published a book and a few articles regarding TBLT.
Other participants (Tomoko and Hiroshi) desired to learn from his ideas and his beliefs
toward TBLT. Makoto’s viewpoints influenced the other members’ perceptions to some
extent. For instance, Tomoko and Hiroshi both appreciated Makoto’s ideas of task-likeliness
in their presentations. It implies that the study group can permit members to contribute to
each other by stating their opinions and ideas fully and freely. The constructive way of
discussion was found during observations and the participants’ self-reflection during the
interviews.

Another example of learning through the study group is that joining the study group
gives the participants self-efficacy toward TBLT. Tomoko now believes that she has more
knowledge of what TBLT is like. Previously, when making teaching materials, Tomoko
never paid attention to the criteria of task-likeliness before joining the study group. She now
feels more confident and has started a task-based classroom in one of her speaking classes
from the start of the 2013-2014 academic year. This was her first challenge: to teach based on
a task-based syllabus without using a regular textbook. She said that it is manageable to
conduct TBLT because she has more freedom to make her own task-based syllabus. There
are more restrictions when she must share unified textbooks and/or unified grading criteria
with her colleagues. Although she still has concerns about implementing TBLT to her lower
level students, it is a big step for her to conduct a task-based classroom. Based on what she
has reported so far, her students have been successfully enjoying English learning in
task-based classroom.

Tomoko also recognizes the difficulty of introducing a task-based syllabus to other
teachers in her university because she thinks it might be challenging and time consuming for
other teachers to implement a task-based curriculum. As Carless (2011) stresses, teachers
must “gradually implement ideas of their own choice at a pace that suits them and in a way
that matches with the exigencies of their context” (p. 2 1). Teaching pedagogy can be

applied according to the teaching situations.
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Conclusion

This study explored: 1) how teachers in a TBLT study group perceive TBLT and 2) in
what way teachers in a TBLT study group reflect on their learning about TBLT. The
participants’ interview data demonstrated that they initially had different ideas of tasks. One
of the main points that the participants paid attention to when defining a task was to consider
whether it is a task-based approach or task-supported approach (which consisted of the PPP
style). For instance, Makoto thought that presenting grammar points is not necessary,
although it is not wrong to do so. Hiroshi and Tomoko questioned about the pedagogical
decision of teaching for lower-level learners without explicit grammar instruction prior to a
task. As Hiroshi and Tomoko joined and learned from the study group, they came to reach the
similar definition of tasks as Makoto; which is a task-based approach. Tasks can be either
task-based or task-supported, but the study group members seem to define task-based or
unfocused tasks as more for authentic tasks.

Definition of tasks was negotiated through gaining input from an expert teacher.
Makoto also provided Hiroshi and Tomoko opportunities to raise awareness of how to revise
their task ideas. Hiroshi appreciated the study group members’ feedback and comments on his
research on desert island tasks. In particular, he acknowledged Makoto’s expertise for
providing constructive feedback to make Hiroshi’s tasks more meaningful in an
interactionally authentic setting. Tomoko also reflected that presenting on her task ideas
during the teacher study group raised her awareness of what tasks should be. Before the
experience, Tomoko never thought about the criteria for tasks. This experience encouraged
her to conduct a task-based classroom with a task-based syllabus from this academic year.

Learning from the external study group has impacted on the participants’ perceptions
toward TBLT. The participants are able to reflect on their practices by becoming involved in
presenting and sharing their task ideas. At the same time, it also revealed that Japanese
English teachers do not usually pay attention to what a task should be like, or how to
implement a task unless they have an opportunity to learn about TBLT. As a traditional
approach, such as PPP, is widely used in the Japanese EFL context, there might be a
challenge for teachers to begin a new approach in their teaching contexts. It is mainly
because, as Makoto said, PPP or presenting grammar instruction prior to a task might provide
teachers a sense of security to feel that their students are actually using what they learn from
their teachers. With these thoughts in mind, this study group plays as a great learning
opportunity for teachers to learn a new pedagogy in their teaching contexts. Learning from

external sources such as this study group enables teachers to open their eyes from different
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perspectives.

Acknowledgement

I would like to thank the participants in this study for sharing with me their challenges and
thoughts about English teaching. I am also grateful to Dr. Eton Churchill for his helpful
comments on the initial version of this paper. Finally, I would like to thank the editors and

reviewers for their insightful comments and suggestions.

References
Andon, N., & Eckerth, J. (2009). Chacun a son gout? Task-based L2 pedagogy from the
teacher’s point of view. International Journal of Applied Linguistics, 19(3), 286-310.
Basturkmen, H., Loewen, S., Ellis, R. (2 4). T eachers’ stated beliefs about incidental focus
on form and their classroom practices. Applied Linguistics 25 (2), 243-272.
Basturkmen, H (2012). Review of research into the correspondence between language
teachers’ stated beliefs and practices. System 4 , 282 -295.
Barcelos, A.M.F., & Kalaja, P. (2011). Editorial, introduction to beliefs about SLA revisited.
System 39, 281-289.
Borg, S. (2003). Teacher cognition in language teaching: a review of research into what
language teachers think, know, believe and do. LanguageTeaching 36, 81-109.
Borg, S. (2006). Teacher cognition and language education. N.Y. Continuum.
Borg, S. (2011). The impact of in-service teacher education on language teachers’ beliefs.
System 39 (3),
370-380.
Carless, D. (2003). Factors in the implementation of task-based teaching in primary schools.
System, 31, 485-500.
Carless, D. (2007). The suitability of task-based approaches for secondary schools:
Perspectives from Hong Kong. System, 35(4), 595-608.
Carless, D. (2011). From testing to productive student learning: Implementing formative
assessment in Confucian-heritage settings. New York: Routledge.
Clair, N. (1998). Teacher Study Groups: Persistent Questions in a Promising Approach.
TESOL Quaterly, 32(3), 465- 492).
East, M. (2012). Task-based language teaching from the teachers’ perspective. PA: John
Benjamins.
Ellis, R. (2009). Task-based language teaching: sorting out the misunderstanding.
International Journal of Applied Linguistics 19(3), 221-246.

97



Hatch, J. A. (2002). Doing qualitative research in education settings. Albany, NY: State
University of New York Press.

Long, M. H. (1985). A role for instruction in second language acquisition: task-based
language teaching. In K. Hyltenstam& M. Pienemann (Eds.), Modeling and assessing
second language acquisition (pp. 77- 99). Clevedon: Multilungual Matters. pp.
395-418.

Ortega, L. (1999). Planning and focus on form in L2 oral performance. Studies in Second
Language Acquisition 21, 108-148.

Ortega, L. (2012). Task-based language teaching in foreign language contexts: One
pragmatist's view. Plenary delivered at the JASELE Conference, Nagoya, August 4,
2012.

Pajares, M.F. (1992). Teachers’ beliefs and educational research: cleaning up a messy
construct. Review of Educational Research 62, 307-322.

Pan, L., Block, D., 2 11. E nglish as a “global language” in China: an investigation into
learners’ and teachers’ language beliefs. System 39 (3), 391-402.

Roehler, L. R., Dufty, G. G., Herrmann, B. A., Conley, M., & Johnson, J. (1988). Knowledge
structures as evidence of the 'personal:' Bridging the gap from thought to practice.
Journal of Curriculum Studies, 20, 159-165.

Sato, K., & Kleinsasser, R. (2004). Beliefs, practices, and interactions of teachers in a
Japanese high school English department. Teaching and Teacher Education, 20,
797-816.

Sato, R. (2010). Reconsidering the effectiveness and suitability of PPP and TBLT in the
Japanese EFL classroom. JALT Journal, 32(2), 189-200.

Sato, R. (2 11). A reply to responses to “Reconsidering the effectiveness and suitability of
PPP and TBLT in the Japanese EFL classroom.” JALT Journal, 33(1), 72-76.
Skehan, P. (1996). A framework for the implementation of task-based instruction. Applied

Linguistics 17,38-62.

Skehan, P., & Foster, P. (1997). The influence of task planning and task type on second
language performance. Studies in Second Language Acquisition, 18, 299-323.
Sybing, R. (2 11). A response to criticism of TBLT in Japan’s language classrooms. JALT

Journal, 33(1), 67-69.

Urick, S. (2011). On methodology in Japanese secondary English classrooms. JALT Journal,
33(1), 70-71.

Wan, W., Low, G., Lib, M. (2 11). From students’ and teachers’ perspectives: metaphor
analysis of beliefs about EFL teachers’ roles. System 39 (3), 403-415.

98



Woods, D. a kr, H(2011). Two dimension of teacher knowledge: The case of
communicative language teaching. System, 39(3). 381- 390.

99



Appendix

Semi structure interview questions

About the study group.

What made you start/join the study group?

Have you ever had this kind of study group before? If so, where?
What do you feel are the benefits of joining this group for you?
What is the most difficult thing about this group?

What do you want to do with the group members in the future?

Any comments or thoughts about your development as a teacher?

About TBLT

When did you come to pay attention to TBLT? Why and how?

How do you define TBLT?

In general, what kinds of tasks do you use in your class?

How was your presentation/ sharing of your TBLT ideas at the study group last (this)
time?

Have you implemented any tasks that you learned from the study group? If so, what are

they?
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The use of J-POSTL in pre-service teacher education
Akiko Fujii

University of the Sacred Heart

1. Introduction & Background

The current study reported on the role of the J-POSTL (Japanese Portfolio for
Student Teachers of Languages) checklist in promoting pre-service teachers’ reflections
on their learning. The J-POSTL checklist, developed by the JACET SIG on English
Education in 2009, and available on their webpage, is adapted from the EPOSTL
(European Portfolio for Student Teachers of Language) to fit the Japanese context. It is
one of the sections of the portfolio. The checklist includes 100 CAN-DO statements for
self-assessment that describe teaching skills related categories such as context,
methodology, and conducting a lesson.

The goal of the current study was to investigate the potential role of the

J-POSTL in pre-service teacher education in a small private university.

2. Method
2.1 Participants
Participants of the study were 13 pre-service teachers at a private women’s
university in Tokyo, Japan. They were all English majors, enrolled in a teaching

certification program.
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2.2 Materials
2.2.1 J-POSTL CAN-DO statement checklist

The checklist used in the current study included 62 CAN-DO descriptors,
which participants self-assessed on a 5-point scale ranging from “I can do this” (5) to “I
can not do this” (1). The 62 descriptors included in the checklist represented 4 main
areas and subtopics: I. Educational Context (curriculum, teaching goals and needs), II.
Teaching Methodology (speaking, writing, listening, and reading), IV. Lesson Plans
(learning goals, lesson content, lesson procedure), and V. Teaching (following lesson
plans, content, interaction with students, classroom management, classroom language).
The 62 items were selected by the researcher from the 113 items in the J-POSTL
checklist to correspond to the course content.
2.2.2 Questionnaire

In addition to the checklist, a short open-ended questionnaire was used to
elicit participants’ perceptions of the role of the J-POSTL checklist in their learning.
The questionnaire asked participants to reflect on similarities and differences between
the J-POSTL checklist and their coursework, in particular, their teaching portfolio that
included revisions and reflections on their original lesson plans. More specifically, the
questionnaire asked participants to report on (1) points where the J-POSTL checklist
statements overlapped with revisions and reflections on their coursework, (2) salient
points in their coursework which were not reflected in the J-POSTL checklist, and (3)

new points that were brought to their attention by J-POSTL, and which they had not
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noticed during their coursework. These questions were designed to investigate the
contribution that J-POSTL makes to pre-service teachers’ coursework.
2.3 Procedure

The study was conducted in two phases. In Phase 1, participants were asked to
complete the self-assessment J-POSTL checklist at the end of the Teaching Methods in
English (Eigo-ka) I course. At this time (January), all participants were at the end of
their third year of study in university. Participants also completed Teaching Methods in
English (Eigo-ka) II or III during the same year or during the previous year. The goals
of the two courses were for students to (1) acquire a basic knowledge about English
language teaching in Japan and second language teaching methodology and (2) acquire
practical skills in teaching English in Japanese junior and senior high schools through
planning and executing basic lesson plans. In the subsequent term, as participants
became seniors, they then went on to complete a three week teaching practicum during
May or June at a junior or senior high school.

Phase 2 of the study was conducted after the teaching practicum. Three
participants completed the self-assessment checklist a second time, and also participated
in a group interview about the J-POSTL checklist.

2.4. Analysis

Participants’ self-assessment ratings were tallied by item and by participant,

and average ratings were calculated. Open-ended questionnaire responses and interview

comments were examined for salient patterns and trends.
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3. Findings
3.1 Phase I: Post-coursework self-assessment

Participants’ average self-assessment ratings for each of the CAN-DO
descriptors were calculated. Averages ranged from a low of 2.2 to a high of 3.7. The
average for all ratings was 2.8. Since a rating of 2 stood for “No, not very well” and a
rating of 3 stood for “Neither yes or no” the overall average of 2.8 indicates a general
trend for participants to provide a relatively low or negative evaluation of their ability to
carry out the types of skills described in the CAN-DO statements.
There were only a few items evaluated as higher than 3.5, that is closer to a positive
rating of “Yes, a little.” These included (2) I understand the purpose of learning a
foreign language, (83) I know how to make flash cards, tables and graphs, and pictures,
and use multi-media materials.
3.2 Phase 1: Questionnaire

In addition to rating the self-assessment descriptors, participants also
responded to several open-ended questions. First, participants were asked whether the
J-POSTL descriptors corresponded to their course-end reflections about their lesson
plans which they had completed prior to filling out the J-POSTL. All participants
confirmed that many of the descriptors reflected the same content as their own
course-end reflections.

Second, participants were asked whether their course-end reflections included

learning that was not covered in the 62 J-POSTL descriptors they had filled out.
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Participants’ responded by listing a variety of concrete skills. Their responses fell
broadly into two categories: (1) teaching to promote noticing and understanding, and (2)
communicating with students. Examples of “teaching to promote noticing and
understanding,” included skills such as “give implicit corrective feedback in response to
students’ errors and promote noticing,” “design a lesson to stimulate learners to think,”
and “teaching inductively.” Examples of “‘communicating with students” included skills
such as “calling on students,” “dealing with a mixed proficiency classroom,” and
“giving directions effectively.” In other words, these are skills that learners reported
having learned during the course, but felt were not included in the J-POSTL checklist.

Finally, participants were asked whether the J-POSTL descriptors gave them
additional insights into their learning that they had not noticed in their reflections on
their lesson plans. Topics mentioned by multiple participants included teaching writing,
making lesson plans according to the government guidelines, and responding to
unexpected developments in the classroom.
3.3. Phase II: Post-practicum self-assessment

Phase II focused on three participants who aimed to become teachers after
graduation.
These participants filled out the J-POSTL checklist a second time after finishing their
teaching practicum during the first term of their senior year. Average ratings for these
three participants were calculated for each descriptor. Before their teaching practicum,
the average self-assessment ratings for these three participants for each of the 62

descriptor ranged from 1.3 to 2.7. Their average ratings across all 62 descriptors was 2.0.
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After their practicum, their average self-assessment ratings for each descriptor ranged
from a low of 2 to a high of 4. After their practicum, their average self-assessment
across all 62 descriptors was 3.2. Although 3.2 is still close to a neutral rating (“3”
stands for neither yes or no), the average rating for the self-assessments showed an
increase from 2.0 (before the practicum) to 3.2 (after the practicum).

The items with especially high post-practicum ratings included items such as
“6. I can take into account learners’ need for a sense of self-achievement,” “30. I can
design pre-listening activities to help learners’ orient toward a listening text,” and “72. I
can plan lessons for teaching with other teachers including ALT teachers.” The items
which the biggest magnitude of positive change in ratings include items related directly
to classroom teaching techniques such as “26. I can help learners to plan and structure
written texts,” “28.1 can evaluate and select writing activities to consolidate learning
(grammar, vocabulary, spelling, etc.), “31. I can encourage learners to use their
knowledge of a topic and their expectations of a text while listening,” “72. I can plan
lessons for teaching with other teachers including ALT teachers,” (also mentioned
above) and “74. I can be flexible when working from a lesson plan and respond to
learners’ interests as the lesson progresses.”
3.4 Phase I1: Questionnaire and Interviews

Furthermore, participants commented during their group interview that they
understood the significance of the descriptor statements much better after their teaching
practicum. In other words, they had initially only understood the meaning of descriptor

statements superficially, whereas after their teaching practicum they understood the
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descriptors on a more practical level and were able to link the descriptors more
concretely to students and the classroom. They also agreed during their group interview
that they wished they had had the self-assessment checklist during their teaching
practicum. One participant mentioned that looking over the descriptors after her
teaching practicum served to highlight what she had learned during her teaching
practicum. For example, after seeing the descriptor about “giving learners a purpose for
reading,” she recalled being told that from her mentor during her teaching practicum
and therefore realized through filling out the J-POSTL that that had been an important

point that she should remember.

4. Discussion

The findings of the current study indicate first of all that the J-POSTL
descriptors can be useful in guiding pre-service teacher’s reflections about their course
content by directing the pre-service teacher’s attention to specific skills which they may
not have otherwise noticed. In addition the descriptors are also useful in highlighting
important points in pre-service teachers’ teaching practicum experience.

These findings confirm that the J-POSTL has the potential to serve as a tool to
guide pre-service teachers’ learning. Furthermore, by providing a comprehensive list of
skills needed for pre-service teachers, use of the J-POSTL helps to ensure a standard
across various teacher training contexts or within a particular context across various
instructors. J-POSTL provides both pre-service teachers and the teacher training faculty

with a message as to what skills should be acquired before graduating from the teacher
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certification course.

That said, however, one issue evident from the findings of this current study
was that self-assessment ratings before participating in teaching practicum were fairly
low across all of the descriptors despite having completed the required teaching
methods courses. These results could be explained by a mismatch between the course
content and the J-POSTL descriptors, or inadequate ability of the pre-service teachers to
make links between the course content and the J-POSTL descriptors, or a combination
of both. The comments by the participants after the practicum indicated that the
participants had not fully understood the descriptors until participating in their teaching
practicum. It may be that the low ratings provide a message to both the pre-service
teachers and their teaching trainers about the quality of their coursework prior to their
teaching practicum. It may be that we need to provide learners with more experiential
methods of learning so that they can grasp more concretely what skills are required of
them at earlier stages of their coursework. On the other hand, it may be that the fruits of
coursework need not be expected so soon. It may be that coursework mainly serves to
sow the seeds for later more experience-based learning and the J-POSTL is successful
in providing teacher trainers and pre-service teachers with a roadmap towards
pre-service teacher’s learning goals for the future.

Another interesting finding in this study was that the participants reported that
some aspects of their learning were not covered by the J-POSTL descriptors they had
been given. This may be because some of the descriptors were worded in general terms

whereas the learners wanted to document more concrete skills such as “giving implicit
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feedback in responses to learner errors.” Thus, some modification or freedom in
designing the J-POSTL descriptors may be beneficial.

Finally, it should be noted that the pre-service teachers themselves mentioned
that they wished they had had these checklists with them during their teaching
practicum. Within the current Japanese system of teacher training, there exists a strict
divide in responsibility between teacher training institutions (i.e. the universities) and
the teaching practice sites (i.e. junior and senior high schools) However, in reality, more
close-knit cooperation between thee two may be necessary in order to raise the quality

of teacher training of pre-service teachers.

5. Conclusions, Limitations, and Directions for Further Research

This small scale exploratory study investigated the potential role of J-POSTL
descriptors in guiding pre-service teachers’ learning. The findings suggested that the
descriptors did provide learners with insights that helped them to make new discoveries
about their learning during coursework and during their teaching practice. The study
also identified several issues that may need to be addressed in the future, including how
the J-POSTL fits in with coursework as opposed to more experience-based learning
such as the teaching practicum, the possibility of expanding the descriptors to include
user-initiated items, and the potential need for cooperation between universities and
sites for teaching practice. Since the current study was conducted with a limited number
of participants during a very short time frame, further research should investigate a

larger number of participants in a greater variety of contexts, and importantly conduct
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longitudinal research that tracks students as they start and develop their careers as

teaching professionals.
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